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PREFALE.

The discussion which is published in this pamiphlet may appear
somewhat irregular and disjointed to the reader, but when he comes
to read the discussion through he will discover the reason why. Alfter
Dr. Rexford retired from the contest, other anonymous parties entered
the arena, to whom allusion is made in some of my rejoinders.  There
were no less than five respondents after Dr. Rexford closed his part
of the discussion. Of course it was impossible for me to notice all
these, or even one of them, before completing the line of argument
I had mapped out. Some of these I should have noticed in
the end if the managers of the Gazeffe had permitted the discus-
sion to go on. The certificate of the Elders -’_Pf the Church
of Christ, as well as the article of C. C. Sn_lrigl}", Pastor of the
Church, which appear in place and under proper ‘date, will explain
themselves. ‘The reader will notice that after Dr. Rexford retired, I
did not, as in duty bound, follow him up, or make any reference to
him, but, on the contrary, pursued my own line of argument to the
end, and which [ did at the earnest request of many of our citizens
who evinced great anxiety to hear more upon the distinctive features
of Universalism.

JOHN F. ROWE.

Axrox, Omro, Sept. 1, 1879.
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THE HELL OF THE FUTURE

o the Editor of the Sunday Gaszelle:

Sir: In the last issue of the Gazefte (April 2oth), I read the fol-
lowing notice of a sermon delivered by Dr. Rexford, of this city.
Allow me to propound a few questions to the erudite Doctor, and, if
possible, induce him to answer some inquiries growing out of the pro-
positions he has submitted to the public. We presume the following
to be correct in statement:

“Dr. Rexford, in his sermon at the Academy of Music on last Sabbath, on
“The Resurrection to Life and the Resurrection to Damnation,” said that if
the hell of the future would be remorse of conscience, as is now commonly
supposed, it cannot be endless, for the reason that remorse of conscience is a
proof of spiritual restoration. If all who have sinned, are to be visited with
such suffering, it is one of the mort convincing arguments in favor of all such
being saved. He held that completeness of retribution is possible only on the
supposition of completeness of restoration.”

The Doctor says that “‘if all who have sinned are to be visited
with such suffering [remorse of conscience], it is one of the most con-
vincing arguments in favor of all such being saved.” And so remorse
of conscience is here given as proof of the final salvation of all men.
Please tell us in the Bible where it is recorded, that those who die in
their sins shall suffer remorse of conscience as a penalty. Is not this
a mere assumption? The particular kind of “suffering” is not indi-
cated in the Bible. If, as the apostle Paul informs us, some men’s
“‘consciences are seared as with a hot tron,” angd that some in this life
are ‘‘past feeling,”” and in this condition pass into the next world, as
multitudes do, how, we are anxious to know, reasoning from the know-
able to the unknowable, can these suffer remorse of conscience? As
nothing stands still, either in mind or matter, and as rational beings
are progressing or retrogressing, the good, by exercise, growing better,
and the wicked, by exercise, growing worse; the Doctor would confer
a small favor on us, by showing how a wicked man passing into the
future, and growing wickeder as he progresses, can be suddenly stop-
ped in his career, and be made to suffer remorse of conscience. It
can only be done on the principle of physical compulsion, and since
God does not operate on sentient beings by physical means, nor change
the moral nature of man by irresistible power—which would destroy
the freedom of the will, and leave man a machine—we are forced to
the conclusion that if a man dies incorrigibly wicked, he continues on
in that wicked state, impelled by his own free choice.

Again, if “completeness of restoration” depends on “completeness
of retribution, then all such are saved, not only without the mercy of
God, but actually without the mediation of Christ. This doctrine
renders the blood of Christ absolutely inefficient and inefficacious.
The mediatorship of Christ is wholly nullified.  Vicarious sacrifice is
a myth. Christ is an imposter. Salvation through the Gospel is a
delusion and a snare. The mercy of God is entirely expelled.  Christ
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is not the Son of God, except in the sense of a great moral hero, who
died a martyr to the truth in no higher sense than did Socrates.

If man pays the full penalty of God’s violated law, then, in that
case, the attribute of mercy is entirely excluded from the divine gov-
ernment, and absolute justice prevails supreme. If complete retribu-
tion belongs to the divine arrangement then there remains no place
for the exercise ot mercy. Of course, on this principle, there was no
need that Christ should die for the sins of the world, and the New
Testament doctrine—that the resurrection of Christ brought life and
immortality to light, is not found in the theology of Dr. Rexford.
Will he shoulder the responsibility? If he denies the doctrine of the
atonement, he denies by moral necessity the inspiration of the Holy
Scriptures. . .Hence he is only a moralist, and not a Christian.

If a criminal is sent to the penitentiary to meet the full penalty of
violated law, and zworks out, on the strictest principles of justice, the
full measure of the crime, and afterwards is iberated, but only by the
extreme limit of the criminal law, he goes out without thanking any-
body, and obtains his pardon without the intervention of mercy. It
is an exhibition of the very severest kind of justice, and yet, without
this underlying principle of justice, no government could stand any
length of time. But if the Governor reprieves the culprit before the
time of his sentence expires, then we see an exhibition of mercy. The
attributes of justice always, in every form of government, precedes the
attribute of mercy  If men will not receive the mercy of God through
Jesus Chrlst, they must remain under the displeasure of God; remain
under his condemnation, sold under sin, and the wrath of God abides
upon them. Will Dr. Rexford tell us w/en this wrath will be removed,
if it-is not removed by the blood of Christ in this life?

Again, if suffering is only intended for discipline, and not for pun-
ishment; and if sufficient suffering will fit a sinner for the honor of
sonship in the family of God, without the intervention of Christ, who
died to make the law of God honorable; then, on that principle, after
a criminal has served his fw// time in the penitentiary, Dr. Rexford will
be obliged to receive that convict, made free by the limitation of his
penalty, into his family, to become the honored associate of his wife
and daughters. Why not? Has not this convict wiped out, by “pay-
ing his way,” all the shame and dishonor of his crime? Here, me-
thinks, is a principle of government involved which we fear this cham-
pion of Universalism has not yet fathomed. _

Once more: My fec/ings prompt me to disbelieve in the doctrine
of eternal punishment. But I am troubled about the facfs in the case.
1 submit the following rule of Bible interpretation as it relates to the
Greek term ason: The terms “everlasting,” “forever,” “‘eternal,” etc,,
are uniformly used in the Scriptures to denote the largest possible dura-
tion of which the sulject to which they are applied is applicable. Thus, a
“servant for ever” (Sam. 27:12) is a servant during life; “an ordinance
for ever” (Num. 10:8) is an ordinance which continues during the entire
dispensation of which it isa part. So the “‘everlasting hills,” and “‘ever-
lasting mountains,” recorded in the Bible (Gen. 49:26; Heb. 3:0), are
hills and mountains which continue to the end of all material things,

or as long as it is possible they should continue; and who knows that,

even the everlasting hills shall be destroyed?  According to this rule

i

of interpretation the terms ‘‘everlasting” and *‘for ever” when applied
to things in the future world—to the rewards of the righteous as well
as to the punishment of the wicked—must denote absolute eternity, if
it denotes anything at all. The longest duration which will then be
possible, the longest which may be predicated of the enjoyments of
the righteous and the sufferings of the wicked, will certainly be eter-
nal, if we can depend on the meaning of language. As regards the
Greek word afon, 1 have this to say, that when governed by the pre-
position efs, in which connection it is always used when applied to
the future punishment of the wicked, it invariably conveys the idea
-of endless duration. It is used in this construction-in [ifty-six places
of Griesbach’s edition of the New Testament. In our common edition
it is found in four or five other instances. In six places it is applied
to future punishment. In the remaining fifty-four it undeniably ex-
presses endless duration.  But if in fifty-four cases it is used in the
endless sense, will Dr. Rexford please give one reason why the same
meaning should not be applied to these six instances where it is applied
to future punishment? The adjective aionios, ‘“‘everlasting,” is used
seventy-one times in the New Testament; and, excepting the five in
‘which it is applied to future punishment, it unquestionably denotes
-endless duration. Why is it not, then, just as necessary as it is reason-
able to believe that in these five cases it means endless duration?
‘Will Dr. Rexford furnish us an exceptional rule? The expression efs
fous aionas ton aionon, commonly rendered ““for ever and ever,” is used
-eighteen times in the New Testament. In fifteen instances it is applied
to the continuance of glory, perfection, government and praise of
‘God. In one it is used to represent the future happiness of the right-
eous; and in the other two it is applied to the future punishment of the
wicked. Will Dr. Rexford deny that it does also mean endless dura

tion in these two instances? If not, why not?

Now as the same Greek word, aonon, (Matt. 24-46), represents
“‘everlasting punishment” as well as “‘eternal life,” will the Doctor in-
form the reading public by what law of critical exegesis he would
shorten one member of the antithesis without shortening the other ? 1
had always supposed that one side of an antithetical proposition was
of the same length as the other, If black and white measure each
-other, so “‘eternal life” measures “‘everlasting punishment.”

Once more. T would like to know on what principle of God's
moral government, Dr. Rexford will save a sinner from eternal punish-
ment who dies in an impenitent sfafe. If man is in astaze of sin, under
sentence of eternal death—which is the Scripiural argument through-
out—and dies despising the Gospel and cursing God, by what means,
beyond the present period of reconciliation, as well as beyond the
grave, will this incorrigible sinner be eternally saved? You say eter-
nal punishment is unreasonable and unworthy of God. How can a
finite mind know? The question is this: Must not the measure of
God’s punishment be the measure of God’s justice? And who will
Ppresume to measure the justice of the infinite God? What was the
measure of Christ’s atonement? Was it a finite or an infinite atone-
ment? If finite, then the punishment of sin may be limited; if infi-
ite, then who dare say that punishment may not be eternal? If a
man die in a sfafe of sin, and no provision is made in the Gospel for
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man in a stafe of sin beyond the grave, Dr. Rexford will enlighten many
eyes by letting us know how this is to be consummated. Light! Light!

LAICUS.

DOES THE BLOOD OF CHRIST CLEANSE FROM SIN?

To the Editor of the Gazette :

Sir: Since I prepared my first article for your columns, I have
read the *‘Ganter-Rexford Correspondence,” in which 1 find some
sentiments expressed by Dr. Rexford of such a character as not only
to perplex, but to alarm me. On pp. 31, 32, I find these words :
‘“The blood of Jesus Christ cleanseth from all sin.” Yes, I believe:
that, and so do you. ~And I venture that I shall have the verdict of
every intelligent Christian in Akron in favor of the thought I shall
give concerning it. I ask you: Do you then believe that- it is the lite-
ral, physical, corporeal red blood of Jesus that cleanses from sin ?P—
the blood that could flow out of the wounds? Do you then believe it
is that literal blood? I venture to.say you believe no such statement.
In place of this I venture with equal confidence to say that you believe:
At is the love of Christ, his mercy, his spirit altogether that saves us
from sin, and that by our actepting that Spirit and living in obodience-
to its law.”

I am one of the nonintelligent persons in Akron who believes.

that *“ without shedding of blood (the blood of Jesus, the Sacrificial
Lamb) is no remission,” Heb. ix. 22 If we are not saved by the
blood of Christ, will Dr. Rexford, in the capacity of a theologue and
literateur, explain to the non-intelligent portion of this community
what Paul means by such expressions as these: “Through faith in
his blood” Rom. 3.25); **bemg now justified by his blood” Rom. s:
9); ‘‘communion of the blood of Christ” (I Cor. 10:16); ““the new
testament in my blood” (I Cor. 11:25); ‘““have redemption through.
his blood " Eph. 1:7); ““having made peace through the blood of his
cross” Col. 1:20); “for if the blood of bulls and of goats, and the-
ashes of a heifer sprinkling the unclean, sanctificth to the purifying of
the flesh; how much more shall the blood of Christ, who through the-
eternal Spirit offered himself without spot to God, purge your consci-
ence from dead works to serve the living God” (Heb. 9:13); and
other passages in this epistle, such as “‘sanctify the people with his
own Dblood,” ““through the blood of the everlasting covenant;”
together with many other similar passages in the several epistles.

Now I do not believe in the /feral application of the blood of .

Christ; but what I want to know is this—Does Dr. Rexford believe
that the principles of the divine government demanded the blood of
Christ in order that the way of salvation might be opened up to a.
world resting under the condemnation of God? Paul says, “‘Im
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whom we have redemptton #irough his blood, even the forgiveness of
sins” (Col. I:14.) If it is not the “‘literal blood of Jesus that cleanses
from sin,” then what kind of blood is it? Jigurafive blood! Did
Christ shed figurative blood? If so, on what fact was the figurc
founded? Is not this nebulistic to emanate from a Doctor of Divinity ?
The apostle John says, *‘The blood of Jesus Christ cleanses us from
all sin;” and yet Dr. Rexford contradicts this principle of the remedial
scheme of salvation, by boldly declaring: *‘I abide by the sentiments
of my sermon, and urge the probability, and the certainty of my own
belief, that there will be for the soul of sin a retribution beyond death,

‘merciful, and just and helpful, which ne blood of Christ can prevent, and

which it newver was designed fo prevent.” It is well that in this anti-

* apostolic sentiment the Doctor was cautious enough to use the words

‘‘ probability,” and “‘ my own belief.” We are glad that the *“probab-
ility ” of a thing, and the Doctor’s ‘““own belief,” do not dogmatically
make an assertion true. If the doctrine promulgated by Dr. Rexford
be true, then the blood of Christ, which sealed the *“New Covenant”
—the antitype of the * Old Covenant” which was sealed by the blood
of animal victims—represents only a farce, and sacrifice 1s but a fig-
ment of the fancy. If Dr. Rexford is right, (and I think he is radi-
cally and fatally wrong), then these words of Christ have no meaning:
“Verily, verily I say to you, Except you eat of the flesh of the Son
of man, (by faith in his sacrifice ?) and drink his blood, (by faith in his
atonement?) you lave no life n you,” John vi. 53. In the same con-
nection we read: “I am the living bread which came down from

‘heaven; (not up from the earth) if any man eat of this bread, he shall

live forever; and the bread that I give is my flesh, which I will give
for the life of the world.” But from the following words of Dr. R.
I must believe that he is a moralist, a deist, and not a Christian: ‘I
believe in salvation through repentance and faith. If a person repents
of his sins and turns away from them in spirit, he is saved from those
sins, it is true, and his heaven neither in this world or (norin?) the
next is the place into which he goes, but rather the experience of joy
which is his, by virtue of his being like God, just, merciful, and holy,
the experience in fact that is determined by the measure of his adjust-
ment to the divine orders of life.” Page zo.

I am curious to know what the Doctor means, when he says: “If
a person repents of his sins, or turns away from them iz sprrit.” 1 had
always supposed that when a man turned away from his sins, he turned
away from them in deed and in fact. 1 would like to see a man pay
his taxes in spirit, and not in fact. 1 would like to see soldiers go to
war i spirit, and not fn fact. 1 would like to see a child obey its
parents zz spirit but not in overt acts of obedience. 1 would like to
see rebels throw down their weapons iz spiref, and without doing so in
JSact.  And yetin the closing sentence of the paragraph just quoted,
he says that a man is saved by an ‘‘experience in fact, that is dez:
termined by the measure of his adjustment to the divine orders of life.
Really I do not know what he means by *‘orders of life "—whether
he means moral orders, or theistic orders, or Christian orders, or theo-
cratic orders. But suppose the sinner, either in this life or in the life
to come, refuses to go into this ‘‘adjustment,” whatever it may be—
What relation will he sustain to the pure and the holy God ?
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The Doctor says, *that the person who has lived in sin for years
cannot at once adjust all this chaotic life to the divine standard.” ~ But
if’ he lives on 2 sin, and refuses to ‘““adjust” himself to the **divine
standard,” and dies # sin without the adjustment, then what? If
** Christ's blood is not applied,” in the “judgment” of Dr. Rexford
to the sinner that he may receive salvation, then it follows as a logicai
consequence that the world never was in need of a Savior, and is not
now}; in need of one; and, as a second deduction from the premises,
f\:ligdo;tg}ng(;gfj_a remedial scheme of salvation is a travestie upon the

I would like, in all sincerity, to submit t! i i
Dr. B, Y, ubmit the following questions to

1. Do you believe the Bible, or any portion of it, to be in-
spired volume ? # yp , to be an in

2. Do you believe the Bible : i i
ol revga]ed? » Or any portion of it, to be super-

3- Do youy believe that Jesus Christ is ““the Son of the living
God”—the Logos that was *“in the beginning”—¢ Immanuel * (God
with us); that “by him were all things created ;” that ** without him
Was not anything made that was made;” and that ““he is before all
things, and that by him all things consist?” )

4. Is Jesus Christ the author of eternal salvation?

5. Is salvation conditional or unconditional ?

6. - If *“all the promises of God rn Juim are yea, and'sn fim
Amen,” can a man be saved who is nef in him?

7. If a2 man “dies in his sins,” how may we infallibly know
that, in the far future, he will be delivered Jrom his sins ?

8. If “the Gospel is the power of God unto salvation to every
one who believes it,” can a man, under the Gospel dispensation, be
saved who wilfully rejects the Gospel ? ’

.. 9. Are mankind i a state of sin, and if so, does Christ redeem
J7rom a state of sin ? A e
ro.  Does God pardon sinners, and if so, on what conditions?
11. Do you bel_teye that mankind could have been saved with-
out the advent and willing sacrifice of Christ?
i I;. Can }I'Su bshcww, either by reason or revelation, how the pen-
y of sin cou e removed without the death, resurrection
glorification of Christ ? ' and

JOHN F. ROWE, alias LAICUS,

DR. REXFORD'S POSITION.

To the Editor of the Gazelte :

DEAR Sir: In the last two issues of your paper I find a criticism
of certain sentiments I have advanced, both in sermons and in corres-
pondence. I find also a criticism of other sentiments which I have
not advanced, but which are supposed by many to be entertained by
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the Universalist denomination. There is little or no lingering over
any special questions by my critic, but the whole field of Theology
seems to have been rapidly sketched, as though the purpose were to

-survey the ground rather than stop to cultivate some particular portion

of it to test its productiveness. It is very unsatisfactory to me to
adopt this hurried method. I should much prefer to consider one
question at a time, and yet to do this with each question that has been
raised, would consume more of my time than I can at present devote
to such work, while the Gazette would probably find the work occupy-
ing too much of its valuable space. The criticism with which the
articles commenced was briefly passed upon my claim that remorse of
conscience indicates a reviving life in the soul. This thought is dis-
missed with a brief paragraph indicating that the Scriptures nowhere
state that such remorse 1s the penalty for sins committed. Had my
critic read carefully the paragraph which contained my thought he
would have seen that I held this language, viz: ““If the hell of the
future would be remorse of conscience as s commonly supposed,” cte.
I am quite confident that this is the common opinion among people
who believe in endless punishment. I know of no one who holds now
to the early supposition that hell is a lake of fire and brimstone, or
that future torment is inflicted by any physical agents. My critic may
hold to this ancient opinion, though I have no means of knowing this
fact if it so be. In the sermon which contained the paragraph criti-
cised, I held that some men-seem to continue in sin till their con-
sciences are hardened. They become to all appearances insensible to
all guilt or remorse. Tor such I held that remorse of conscience
would be impossible except upon a quickening or a revival or a resur-
rection of the spiritual nature. If such are ever to remain thus hard-
ened they will forever be strangers to the torments of another world
if the torments be from remorse. 1 held that the eternal deadness of the
soul could not be attended with eternal suffering. Holding further
that the Bible teaches the resurrection of all souls both good and evil
(John 5:28), it was urged that a condition of spiritual suffering is
preferable to a condition of insensibility, inasmuch as the suflering
indicates an increased volume of life, and you cannot affirm the suffer-
ing only as you affirm more fife, and increased life is the hope of the
world. This position was illustrated so far as it can be illustrated by
physical analogies, by the portions of the body in its possible experi-
ences. A person, for instance, comes very near to death by freezing.
The pain of this misfortune is experienced at first, but soon ceases.
After the first severe chill, the body is benumbed and the victim is
unconscious. The currents of life run so low that there is not left
enough vitality to produce suffering. We commence the process of
restoration and the patient will tell us that when life began to revive,
then the suffering commenced, and were a skilled physician to take
note of the patient he would hail the first sign of pain as the first sign
of restoring life. 'We press upon a nerve in the arm till we say the
hand is ‘“asleep.” It seems for a time entirely dead. At length a
prickling sensation is experienced and we say it is a sign of the resto-
ration of the nervous forces to their normal condition. The Prodigal
Son went away, from home with joy, he returned with great sorrow,
but his returning way was the better way, though he was wet with his
tears of distress. If a mother were to watch, with infinite grief, the



—

downward steps of her son, her hope of his recovery would sink in
her heart as she should take not€ of the decaying sensibility—the grad-
ual stecling of his soul against all pain.  She has lost hope as his con-
science has hardened into oblivion to remorse over his sins. Hope
has been dead in her heart for years possibly, but she goes into his
room, it may be unexpected by him, and she finds him in distress.
He is walking the floor and giving every sign of sorrow. But what is
her experience in such a discovery? Every tear he sheds is to her
heart as so much rain upon a withered and barren field. Her hope
revives before the spectacle of his sorrow. She encourages her heart
with the assurance that there is life and the capability of sulfering in
his soul.  She hails every tear with relief and hope, for it is to her a
sign of restoring life. ‘“He was dead, but is alive again.” He is
nearer God in his sorrow than he was in his insensibility, and to be
nearer God, even in pain, is to he possessed of more life.

I believe this law holds good in all relations where life has been
injured so as to become insensible, or through evil of any kind, has
suffered a diminished volume of vital activity—the Jaw that pain shall
be incident to restoration, that restoration can not be without pain—
that the pain is proof of the restoring life.

If there be an exception to this, that can be expanded into a law,
I shall certainly be interested in its discovery. 1 have sought for it,
not for controversy, but for truth, but have not found it, and as an

element or factor in the product of my faith I certainly regard it as too

important to be set aside by a single paragraph. The force of the sug-
gestion I am aware is to be felt chiefly on the supposition that the suf-
fering of the future is to be spiritnal—a supposition which I observe
my critic questions. 1 hold, however, that it is a current opinion

among ‘‘Ivangelical” Christians, so called, that the torment of the’

future world for the sinner will be remorse of conscience. ' And I

" hold, likewise, that just remorse can not be experienced except upon
the quickened life of the sufferer.  ¢¢ Confirmed in sin” and “‘remorse
of conscience” do not go together. The remorse is experienced after
the purpose to sin is abandoned.

My critic asks me how long this suffering will continue. "1 do not
presume to say. No one can tell. The analogies, however, would
suggest somewhat as follows: Pain ceases in one of two conditions.
It ceases in perfect death—it ceases in a condition of perfectslife.
Physical pain ceases in this process of restoration only when the cur-
rents of life flow completely in the channels God ordained for them.
When life is complete the suffering is at an end. ‘v

If we admit that the Bible teaches the resurrection of all souls—1I

assume that few, if any, intelligent people in our day hold to the resur-
rection of the-literal physical body—this fortune of suffering must be
experienced by the sinful in the process of that resurrection, while“the
good, who are only comparatively so, will go forth into life more
" immediately or more directly, though there are few if any, it seems to
- me, who, in the rising fortunes of their life, will not feel a sense of
sorrow over the evil that has been. No one is perfect, and this busi-
ness of heaven-making is not transacted, in my judgment, with any
borrowed capital. A man’s real experience of joy in this universe, as
well as his experience of sorrow, must depend, spiritually, upon what
he has been and is.

e

‘The p;u'agraph in the Gazette which is criticised but too briefly,
was from a sermon preached on the subject of the resurrection. Itis
a common belief among Christian people that all souls will be resur-
rected. To me this means an uplifted life at last for all. In what-
ever condition souls may be, the universal resurrection is a doctrine of
.the general Christian public. In this resuraection all experiences of
joy and sorrow are embraced—a sorrow with the joy of hope breaking
ever and anon through its gloom, and slowly changing all fortunes
into recognized and experienced good. N

From this subject of conscience, my critic passes to numerous
_other questions, which I do not at present propose to consider. It 1s
practically useless to spend time in this hurried method, depending on
the traditional sound of words for their meaning. '

~ As a comprehensive answer to the attempted argument 1n favor
" of endless punishment from the character of the word aionios, 1 sub-
mit the fact that many of the early Church Fathers who wrote in the
Greek language and who taught the doctrine of the ultimate restora-
tion of all souls, employed precisely the same language in describing
punishment as is found in Matt. XXV. 46. And one of them espe-
cially speaks of souls being purified and saved by what my cntic would
call the endless fires of hell.

ATONEMENT.

For my opinions as to the atonement in general, I refer my critic
to the correspondence that passed between Rev. Mr. Ganter and my-
self. I have not changed my thought since that time, unless it be that
T am all the more convinced of its essential correctness. .

The several questions raised in the last article I should answer in
the main probably jnst as my critic would answer them, There 1s
little or no controversy possible regarding them. No Universalist of
whom I know holds that any soul will ever be saved without accepting
the conditions of salvation. The Universalist faith is that all souls

“will at last accept those conditions. 1 it should be a fact that some
.souls will not ultimately accept them, I should believe as all other
. Universalists would, that such souls will be eternally mlsernl)l'e, unless
God, secing their unfitness to exist, should think Dest to strike them
out of existence. I think this would be the-final action, for if a soul

is hot worth saving, it is not worth damning. Is it?
~Yours truly, E. L. llEhFORD.

-GOD'S MERGY NOT SEEN IN THE VIGARIOUS SACKIFICE
e ~OF CHRST.

To the Fditar of the Gasctle :

Dear Sir: I find Mr. Rowe objecting to the doctrine of complete
retribution on the ground that it gives no place for the exercise of the
divine mercy. He says: ¢“1f complete retribution belongs to the
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divine arrangement, then there remains no place for the exercise of
mercy. Of course, on this principle, there was no need that Christ
should die for the sins of the world.” Again he says, speaking of the
wrath of God: ¢ Will Dr. Rexford tell us when this wrath will be re-
moved if it is not removed by the blood of Christ in this life?” In
this thought my critic is seen to occupy the common ground of the
sacrificial theology, arguing that God manifests a great mercy in the
sacrifice of Christ. It has been held ever since the days of Arch-
bishop Anselm that the death of Jesus was a satisfaction accomplished
and accepted as a substitute for the endless suffering of the whole
world.  His blood was the price paid for our release from the eternal
agonies of hell. Hence the song:

*“ Jesus paid it ali, all the debt I owe.”

The people sing of the mercy of God through Jesus Christ. ““The
amazing mercy "—** the transcendent love”—*the abounding tender-
ness” of God are evermore upon the lips of the people. And all
these amiable qualities in the divine nature many good people think to
discover in the spectacle of Christ’s death as a substituted agony in
the place of the world’s suffering.

The original demand of justice was, that on account of the sin of
Adam the whole human family should suffer forever, if we except
perhaps the small number of the ‘elect” provided for by the caprice
of Calvinism. Here was the doom of the race. It was averted by
Christ appearing as a substitute. And when it is asked how Christ
being one person, could suffer all that the whole race would suffer for-
ever, it is answered that he being infinite, could suffer as much, and
did suffer, in his death as much as the whole human family could suf-
fer for an eternity. If the term of suffering was lessened, its intensity
was increased, and hence the product was undiminished. So much
agony was due the divine law, and it was provided and endured by
Christ.  And this is called the ‘“amazing mercy of God!” I under-
take to say it is no exhibition of God’s mercy whatever. What mov-
ing of the divine will is here scen toward a more helpful attitude?
What giving over of any claim of an imaginary or so-called justice?
Is there any diminishing of the final result of suffering? Is the pain
that was endured any less? The theory is that of substitution, and
the whole weight of the divine blow falls undiminished. So far as
the quality or mood of the divine mind is concerned it is not seen by
this theory of interpretation that God yields one iota of the infinite
““wrath.” The equivalent is offered and accepted, and the whole
thought is aggravated by the report that the divine justice (?) inflicted
the misery on the innocent and permitted the guilty to escape! In
this connection the wisdom and manifest justice of Solomon is in
place: ““He that justifieth the wicked and he that condemneth the
just, even they both are an abomination to the ‘ Lord.”

It may be said that it was a wmercy to the human race, to* have the
penalty transferred to another. This is barely possible, but if this be
the thought let it be so stated, and let the other judgment that Christ's
retributive death show mercy on the part of God, be abandoned. It
shows no mercy.

And here is another phase of this theory that needs an explana-
tion: It is said that justice demands an infinite penalty. With man

to suffer it that infinity must extend to eternity. It can not be more
than infinite—it can not be less. It can have no limit. Infinity has
no bounds. How is it then that Christ's suffering has ceased? We
cannot add to infinite suffering, but is it not easily comprehended that
Christ’s sufferings could be increased by extending his fime o]f sule)r-
ing? It ceases, and thus it has its limitations, and cannot then ke
infinite. The theory, it seems to me, does not hold firmly. It breaks
at numerous points, and .to me its, ‘_esse(\tla} perversion inheres in
this, that penalty as a moral and positive infliction, should be trans-
uilty to an innocent person.
fen‘eclll‘.fir:’ l:oi. E\crc);‘ to withhold a :}Ee_dcd punishment from an oﬁcndcr,
and much less is it a mercy to inflict it upon one who does not deserve
it. Itisa principle that will not work to advantage in ordinary ﬂff:{l%l’s.
If a child is sick, the physician does not claim that the aim and o 1clc
of medical practice are accomplished when so 'much lpﬂ(l'lcll:l(‘: is swal-
lowed, indifferent as to who shall swallow it. T'he child 1s smk‘. ) IJ}C
medicine is unpleasant. The patient dislikes it and perhaps is |5l
tressed at the thought of taking it. At this juncture a healthy anc
strong brother comes and says: T will take it, and if your purposc is
that so much bitter medicine shall be taken, give it to me and let the
sick escape the nauseating drug.” 1f the mother were inclined to be
a practical and philosophical evangelical Christian making :1pphcat|01(1]
of her religious belief, she would give tE\c drug to the strong an
healthy and allow the sufferer to ‘‘escape.”’ N ] ;
This whole theory starts from a wrong point. The object of gov-
ernment is not, that so much punishment shall be inflicted. Itis for
the benefit of the pcople that government exists and punishment 1s
one of the aids to that general result. And when itis asked what
punishment is just, it must be answered that which results in r,rbtdmrr(,
inasmuch as obedience to just laws is the highest good. God’s mercy
is not seen in cancelling just penalties. If a‘penalty is just, it ought
to be inflicted. Its justice is measured by its benefits, and if thc) pnriy
needs it, it is injustice to withhold it. I the child nceds the n,mecfrl
however bitter, it is cruelty not to administer it. It is a loose ﬂ"."}
shambling theology that obliterates all moral discriminations and inflicts
penalties of guilt upon the innocent, a theology that was bci_rn in an
age before caprice had been banished by law. We repuc m}c it in
practice and it were well if we were to banish this theologic phantom,
which our living judgments and practices laugh to perpetual scorn.
My critic refers to the case of a criminal in the pemtgnugry,‘
«If he remains through his whole term he serves the ends of justice;
if he is pardoned by the Governor before his term expires he is an
object of mercy.” Letus inspect this comparison a moment. Ifblhe
Governor pardons the criminal it is because some new light has fl:_e}n
thrown upon the case, or some circumstances have served to modify
the prisoners relation to the law. Suppose, however, 11(:04.'h.'1r)g(*i l::}s
been developed, but all the elements remain as they were precisely at
the time the sentence was passed. If the sentence was just :1E first,
will my critic undertake to say that a pardon would be just? ; ‘lﬂnlpn
presupposes a changed circumstance, thrit did not appear in l]l(l. eglmi
ning, but does Mr. Rowe suppose that God makes any mistakes, tha
he should need to amend his decision?  We do not wish our God to
“ appear as a trifler certainly. If the man he justly sentenced. and no



new facts are developed, the Governor would simply be doing a wrong
to exercise the pardoning power.

Again, my critic suggests that after the criminal has served out’

his full term, I will be obliged, by my theory, to take him into my
family and make him an associate for my wife and daughter.

In the divine method of deliverance from bonds, I should be:

most happy so to do. That method is, that men are delivered from
bonds only when they are free from sin. So long as sin remains in
the heart, there is imprisonment. And when by suffering and by all
the persuasions that the infinite mercy has provided, a soul shall be
pure, I should be most glad to welcome such an one, unless it should
be that his purity should shame me for a yet possible bondage of my
own. '

Would Mr. Rowe object to the receiving of such a soul? The
Scripture is:  “Thou shalt by no means come out of the prison, till
thou hast paid the uttermost farthing.” . There is a divine law of **im-
prisonment for debt,” and men are not free till they are right before
all the divine laws. These laws ought to be kept and not cancelled,
and while I believe in the blood of Christ, in its symbolism, I am
shocked that any man in these days should insist upon its literal value
in the cconomy of divine Providence. My critic says he does not
believe in its feral application.  Then let lim cease plying me with
questions, which spring only from the supposition of its literal appli-
cation. We could find the traces of the literal blood of Atonement on
the altars of the old Aztec deities and among the darkened souls of
all time, where an angry God was worshipped. But it is time for us
to wash our theological hands of this stain, ‘

My critic draws many a startling conclusion from my rejection of
the sacrificial or retributive death of Christ. If I do not accept it,
that through the blood of Jesus the demands of Justice are cancelled,
then ‘‘the Mediatorship of Christ is nullified.” ‘¢ Salvation ‘through
the gospel is a delusion and a snare”—¢ the Bible is no revelation,”
etc, etc. And to close with, I am ‘‘a Moralist and not a Chris-
tian. ’

But see how this appears. Because I do not accept the interpre-
tations of various Christian doctrines, which it has pleased Mr- Rowe
to accept, I am a repudiator of the gospel and am no Christian. I
I have no Christianity over which I am inclined to boast, but I had

hoped that I believed in Christianity, in Jesus, in God, in the Revela- -

tion and the Mediatorship of Christ. I still have that feeling of a
desired discipleship. And if intolerance and a want of a frank and
generous liberty to think, must be killed out of the hearts of men by
their own exhibition, so let them cease. I am negatively glad of every
exhibition of the intolerant spirit in our day, for I know that the more
it is seen the more it will hasten to its extinction. If Mr. Rowe
wishes thus to help the cause of liberty, here is my left hand.

As for mysell, T am willing a man should elect what interpretation
of the Scripture he deems best, and if he should interpret some parts
in a way different from my own, I shall not so diminish my own
thought of Christianity, as to deny him the claim of a Christian, I
may repudiate his conclusions, but I will not deny him standing ground
on the broad field of Christian hope and endeavor.

Ly

If by the Mediatorship of Christ, my critic means that Christ
stands between God and the world for the purpose of shielding the
world from the wrath of God, and takes the blows 9[' tht_a divine
vengeance upon himself, I am frank to say, I do not believe it. I do
not read in the Bible that Jesus Christ came into this world to save us
from God. There is another kind of mediatorship in which I pro-
foundly believe. I believe that Jesus is the mediator between man
and all that is above man, a mediator to help this world of humanity
upward to all its possible fortunes of glory and strength and peace. I
believe, moreover, that God, instead of meeting the struggling mass of
humanity with the blinding bolts of Almighty wrath, welcomes all, and
helps all with a Father's love. And I beg leave to say, what to the
intelligent public there is no need of saying, that this faith is not the
repudiation of the Bible or the Gospel, or Inspiration, or Mediator-
ship. It is, in my judgment, rather a better light in which to interpret
these great oracles, which for so many generations have been returning
so many unmeaning answers to the beseeching heart of the world.

1 am yours truly,

May zoth, 1879. E. L. REXFORD.

THE HELL OF THE FUTURE. -

To the Fditor of the Gasetle:

Dear Sir: In your issue of May 18th I find ““ Dr. Rexford’s
Position” spread out before your readers. If it has proved to be as
disappointing to your readers as it has proved to be disappointing to
me, great must have been the disappointment. As the questions in-
volved in the discussion are Bible questions, and thercfore of vital
importance, why does he undertake to beguile your readers with his
opinions and assumptions instead of enlightening them, as they have
the right to expect, with proofitexts from the Scriptures. Not one
quotation does he make from the Bible, the only source of information
we have on the questions of eternal life and eternal punishment, on
heaven and hell, on death and future judgment. My opinions and
my assumptions are worth just as much as his; no more, no less. His
entire article is made up of broad and unsupported assertions. We
had a right to expect more than mere speculations from so distin-
guished a Rabbi—the President of a college and a Doctor of I)w_unty”!
We want more tangible proofs than such expressions: ‘I believe
so and so, ‘it appears so to me,” ‘“fit seems so to me,” etc. He lays
down a proposition without citing one Scripture in proof, and then
undertakes, at the expense of the credulity of his readers to prove it
by ¢“physical analogies.” Whoever heard before (among logicians) of
proving a proposition by analogies! Where do you find that—in
Whately ? in Mill? in Hamilton ? ) )

" Here is his proposition: “In the sermon which contained the
paragraph criticised, I held that some men scem (seer, mark you) to
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continue in sin till their consciences are hardened. They become to
all appearances insensible to all guilt or remorse. For such I held that
remorse of conscience would be impossible except upon a quickening
or a revival or a resurrection of the spiritual nature.” TFor fear we
might do our respondent injustice, we here quote the connection :

“If such are ever to remain thus hardened they will forever be strangers
to the torments of another world if the torments be from remorse. 1 held that the
eternal deadness of the soul could not be attended with eternal suflering,
l'lol«lin_;f further that the Bible teaches the resurrection of all souls both good
and evil (John 5:28) it was urged that a condition of spiritual suflering is
preferable to a condition of insensibility, inasmuch as the suffering indicates
an increased volume of life, and you eannot affirm the suffering only as you

" aflirm more life, and incr ased life is the hope of the world.”

Then, . without the citation of one Scriptural argument, he pro-
ceeds to prove it by the case of a man who came very near freezing
to death! In view of this sort of argumentation—this metaphysical
involution and physical evolutfion—is it any wonder that we doubt Dr.
Rexford’s belief in Christianity as of supernatural origin, and that we
submitted to him, categorically, the following questions, to which he
has made no reply whatever: ‘Do you believe the Bible, or-any
portion of it, to be inspired? Do you believe the Bible or any por-
tion of it, to be supernaturally revealed ?”

His scientific flourishes about the man who receives the ¢ first
severe chill,” and whose ‘““currents of life” run very low, may pass
for very good rhetoric, but the argument we fail to see. This is what
logiciang call fgueratio elenchi—a misapprehension of the question in
debate. " We may not deny what he has to say about the processes of
physical life and physical death, but we deny his inferences as touch-
ing the questions in debate.

He would convey the idea that the word “‘remorse” is a Scrip-
tural term, and yet the word is not found in the entire New Testament.
Nor is it found in the Old Testament, unless I am greatly mistaken.
Nor is the expression “eternal darkness of the soul,” found in the
Bible; nor the expression ‘‘resurrection of all souls,” nor the phrase
““condition of spiritual suffering ”; nor is the term, “‘remorse of con-
science,” found there. Now, if this is not throwing dust in the eyes
of the people—if this is not darkening counsel—we do not know
where to find an example. It may answer for tolerably good rhetoric,
but, as to the argument, alas!

His deduction from his premises and his argument, that all men
shall be made finally holy and happy, is couched in the following
rhetorical parable :

“ T believe this law holds good in all relations, where life has been injured
80 aa to become insensible or through evil of any kind, has suffered a dimin-
ished volume of vital activity—the law that pain shall be incident to restora-
tion, that restoration can not be without pain, that the pain is proof of the

restoring lite.” .

Now after that masterly deduction, that hasn’t a speck of Serip-
ture in it, let his admirers depart in peace, for they have seen the
salvation of all flesh.

" But as my worthy respondent does not wish to explore the “ whole
field of Theology,” (and yet, mind you, he is an advertised teacher
of ‘Theology) but prefers rather to *“ consider one question at a time,”
(which is exactly the thing I myself desire) we will take up the propo-

-

sition found in my first article—¢ The Hell of the Future.” Here is
the Doctor’s style of meeting my argument:

“ As a comprehensive answer to the attempted argument in favor of end-
less punighment from the character of the word aionios, I submit the fact that
many of the early Church Fathers who wrote in the Greek language and who
taught the doctrine of the ultimate restoration of all souls, employed Erfclse]g
the same language in describing punishment as is found in Matt. XXV. 46.
And one of them especially speaks of souls being purified and saved, by what
my critic would call the endless fires of hell.”

Well, we should think that was a ‘‘comprehensive answer!”
That's an answer with a vengeance, isn't it? Come, Doctor, no
dodging ; it is neither manly nor scholarly to dodge. You presume
too much, sir, if you suppose the citizens of a *‘city on seven hills”
will be satisfied with your mere fpse dixit. 'T'he people of this commu-
nity are accustomed to examine proofs that are homogencous with the
proposition.  You magisterially point ® the dreamy ¢ Church Fath-
Fathers,” but fail to produce one witness from that herd of mystics.
Do you fear your scholarship in quoting from them, the majority of
whom, as you ought to know, were dreamy, spc.cula.twe mystics. Why
do you not meet my ‘“attempted argument” with rebutting testimony ?
Why do you not quote the language of the Bible on a question of
such vital importance? Mind you, this is not a mere question of
rhetorical kite-flying, but a question of fact. Why do you not appeal
to staudard authorities on this question—to our most approved Greek
lexicons, and to our most eminent philologists? Since your reserved,
ministerial dignity will not allow you to notice my argument, as be-
comes the magnanimity of a high-toned and honorable disputant,
allow me to reproduce it for the benelit of men secking the truth:

I submit the following rule of Bible interpretation, as it relates to
the Greek term ason : The terms *‘ everlasting,” ¢ forever,” ““eternal,”
etc., are uniformly used in the Scriptures to denote the largest possitle
duration of which the sulject, to which they are applied, is applicable.  Thus
a “servant forever,” (Sam. 27:12) is a servant during life; “an ordi-
nance for ever,” (Num. 10:8) isan ordinance which continues during the
entire dispensation of which itisa part. So the “‘everlasting hillsand ev-
erlasting mountains” recorded in the Bible, (Gen. 49:26; Heb. 3:6,) are
hills and mountains which continue to the end of all material things, or as
long as it is possible they should continue; and who knows that even
the everlasting hills shall be destroyed? According to this rule of
interpretation, the terms “ everlasting” and ‘‘for ever,” when applied
to things in the future world—to the' reward of the righteous as well
as to the punishment of the wicked—must denote absolute eternity, if
it denotes anything at all. The longest duration which will then be
possible, the longest which may be predicated of the enjoyments of
the righteous and the sufferings of the wicked, will certainly be
eternal, if we can depend on the meaning of the language. As
regards the Greek word aion, I have this to say, that when governed
by the preposition eis in which connection it is always used when
applied to the future punishment of the wicked, it invariably conveys
the idea of endless duration. It is used in this construction in fifty-six
places of Griesbach’s edition of the New Testament. In our common
edition it is found in four or five other instances. In six places it is
applied to future punishment. In the remaining fifty-four, it undeni-
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ably expresses endless duration. ‘But if in fifty-four cases it is used in
the endless sense, will Dr. Rexford Please give one reason why the
same meaning should not be applied to these six instances, where it
is applied to future punishment? The adjective aionips, “‘everlasting,”
is used seventy-one times in the New Testament; and, excepting the
five in which it is applied to future punishment, it unquestionably
denotes endless duration. Why is it not then just as necessary as it is
reasonable to believe that in these five cases it means endless duration ?
Will Dr.. Rexford furnish us an exceptional rule? The expression e/s
fous aionas ton aionon, commonly rendered * for ever and ever,” is
used cighteen times in the New Testament. In fifteen instances it is
applied to the continuance of glory, perfection, government and praise
of God. 1In one it is used to represent the future happiness of the
righteous; and in the other two it is applied to the future punishment
of the wicked, Will Dr. Rexford deny that it does also mean endless
duration in these two instances? If not, why not ?

Now as the same Greek word, aionon, (Matt. 25.46,) represents
“everlasting punishment” as well as “eternal life,” will the Doctor
inform the reading public by what law of critical exegesis he would
shorten one member of the antithesis without shortening the other?
I had always supposed that one side of an antithetical proposition was
of the same length as the other. If black and white measure each
other, so ““eternal life” measures ‘“everlasting punishment.”

Will his serene dignity pay attention to this ‘“attempted argu-
ment?”  After he disposes of this, or attempts to dispose of it, I bind
mysell to marshall to my support many such forces, I suggest, Doc-
tor, that it would be more in harmony with good scholarship, and
more in keeping with “the eternal fitness of things,” that instead of
pointing your clerical finger toward the mystic ¢ Church Fathers,” you
would summon to your aid such standard authorities as Crabbe on
Linglish Synonyms, Webster, Worcester, Adam Clarke, Pickering, Don-
negan, Robinson, Greenfield, Bullions, etc. Suppose you try your
hand on these. Mind you, your reputation as a scholar, as well as
your reputation as a rhetorician, is at stake,

When we get this question off our hands, then we shall be ready
to take up, in logical order, the Atonement, the Divinity of Christ,
and the Resurrection of the dead, besides kindred questions, such as
““the conditions of salvation,” and the ultimate happiness of all who
here live in a state of sin, and die in a state of sin, and who, irrecon-
ciled to God in this world, pass into the next world under * the wrath
of God.” When we come to the proper place, we intend to show
that Universalism is only a system of morality or deism,.and that by

rejecting the blood of Christ as the procuring cause of salvation, ~

Jesus the Christ is utterly rejected as the Savior of the world. We
also intend to show, if the controversy proceeds, that there is not one
particle of God’s mercy in the doctrine of Universalism. We also
fondly anticipate, that when my respondent shall arrive at the proper
place, he will prove, or rather attempt to prove, by the testimony of
Scriptures, that ““all souls will at Jast accept”. the conditions of salva-
tion. But, from this time forward, one thing at a tlme. Now, Doc-
tor, erect your logical batteries, and return my fire; or, to change the
figure, suppose we try the short sword exercise.

Al
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The Doctor’s closing sentence, (which may mdlc:\te- j::lther. reﬁ?e_;
ment or coarseness of feeling) that “#f a soul is not ?tlﬂ.lft 307??23'&1 z-
not worth damning,” is we think, intended as a witty lplluze of a e:g{::
fandum—a sort of a savory sop thrown out to g(atlfy 1115 Lft}rcgetr; e
Ishmaelitish camp-followers. We make no serious objection

i . itor ist beautifully.
rhetorical sortie, because the actor and the auj](')u[)i SAI,\T COI?.NEOWE. ¥

DR. REXFORDS. REPLY.

To the Editor of the Gazelle : 5 . )
Dear Sir: A correspondence on dthe s-ub]lcc:tuo{I rgﬂ%lﬁ?éulﬁ
im to advance the truth,
seems to me, should not only aim ! G
it 1 ake its acceptance desirable,
eek to present it in such a guise as to ma i
i had Ill)oped that the correspondence recently co:.nm.cnged in t:u:
Gaszette would be characterized by a courteo;lsr and :]hg:(:ﬁﬁu ,Eﬁf-slf.g I:
i ini i be saved from th ations
tion of opinions, and by its candor be s ; it
i i i litical canmipaign. eligious dis
that are in place, if ever, only in a po Y ;
cussion wit]? me is not a bristling strife. I believe profolgmldly 11':1511§
truth of certain positions I have assumed re‘ga}rdmg rfat :gilr:)vno,h’;:3 s
jecti ideration of the merits
would have no objection to a considera j
them, in a series ot letters, that would not in themselves destroy the
ry grace and desirableness of truth. o
e )’Ig decline, however, any further correspondence until it can bet
conducted with the candor and christian cogr]t%sy befitting an earnes
i th and life.
fort to arrive at the best results of tru : (i
“ tI herewith give in brief the grounds of tlus.demsmr}. ljh!‘] the
last communication of my critic I find suchfexpt;;:sstlogsdasr:i:; ]c;t O};‘:g:
i is scienti i "¢ Now after that deduc
ing: *“His scientific flourishes | s
a(lgmirers depart in peace for they have seen tl?e”sa.l\:‘atmn of a'ltl;tgfiil;]
—*That’s an answer with a vengeance, isn't it"— lYOl;(Elln%l.‘ ”._):
point to the dreamy Church Fntherf ’;;“ Rhelor(;c_:éttlm;s,c- 5‘(‘1nAg50rt
inisterial dignity "—*¢ serene di —
““Your reserved ministerial dignity - Lis : . Sne
g regenerate Ishmaelitish
. avory sop thrown out to gratify 'lu*; un ;.
girrfp-foll}t;wer[;." This last was used with reference to my saying that
““if a soul is not worth saving it is not worth damning. —
My ““ministerial dignity” is referred to in the above, and I ha
only this to add, that not only my ministerial dngmty,‘limt {ny"r(;::’plencé
“hristian character, will not a
for the truth, and the grace of Chris cter g
of continuing berore an
to be a party to the unseemly business ) sk i iy
i bal representation which so e ally rep
e i ivil life as the above representations
ates the common courtesies of civil life as tl ‘ re
do. I have neither the time nor the 1nchnatlon‘ tlo Lngilge(;tfllﬁrges:eril;
si i i to consider some =
business. I hold mysell in readiness . %
gious questions in a series of letters, if they can be exchangct: W I:II:
any Christian gentleman for whose character a sufficient gulamn‘l)lr c :
be given, and who while defending what he thmk;i the truth, will no
it 0 i i m yours tru
make it offensive by his methods. I a y = l,.Y’REXFORD.

Axron, O, May 26th, r879.



THE BASIS OF CHRISTIANITY,

7o the Iditor of the Gazette :

DeAr Sir: I have carefully read Dr. Rexford’s second rejoinder
to my second article. In order not to mislead and confuse your readers.
with complicated headlines, and in order also 17 clearly define my
propositions, I have chosen the above heading to this article. I shall
avoid as far as possible all scholastic jargon, and all speculative and
unscriptural terminologies. My respondent has chosen as the caption
of his second article, to which this is a reply, “God’s Mercy Not Seen 1t
the Vicarious Sacrifice of Christ”—a very complex and misleading pro-
position. My former article, to which he replies, was headed: “Does
the Blood of Christ Cleanse from Sin?” This is the proposition we are
to discuss, and not something extraneous to this. As we are examining
a Scriptural proposition, and not one that is speculative and metaphy-
sical, we trust that Dr. Rexford will confine his arguments to the Bible
as the only source of information, as touching the questions involved
in this controversy. Before proceeding any further, I wish to inform
my worthy friend that I do not propose, in this discussion, to represent
the sentiments of what is termed the ““orthodox” world, and that he
must not hold me responsible for the vagaries of Archbishop Anselm,
John Calvin, and all that sort. I feel bound, however, to notice what-
ever he may adduce from the Word of God.

I presume not to fathom the mind of the Omnipotent, nor to pen-
etrate his deep counsels as they relate to the “vicarious sacrifice of
Christ.” We have to do with revealed facts, and not with the mysterses
of the Kingdom of God. The death of Christ forms the basis of Chris-
tianity, or it does not. I can give'no philosophical reason why God,
in harmony with the principles of his moral government, ‘demanded
the death of Jesus Christ, and why he decreed that eternal life, in
some way, inscrutable to finite minds, must be obtained through that
death. As my respondent is fond of analogies, I would remark that
physically we live upon death—upon disorganized matter—and that
physical life is perpetuated through the medium of death. Can my
erudite friend explain the philosophy of this process? Let him try it
My proposition is, that ““without the shedding of blood there is no
remission of sins,” and that as the perpetuation of physical life depends
solely upon compliance with conditions, so also the securing of spiritual,
eternal life depends on compliance with conditions. *

I submitted twelve questions to the dear Doctor, with the request
that he answer them categorically, and 'specifically, but instead of re-
garding my request—which I had a right to expect, and which the
people had a right to anticipate—like “‘an owl on stealthy wing” he
swoops away into a dense jungle of hypotheses, airy flights, and boshy
non sequiturs.  Alas, that logic should be so mangled and mutilated in
the house of its friends! Can anybody tell what he means by sub-
tending from the angle of his mental vision such a proposition as this:

““The original demand of jus'ice was, that on acconnt of the sin of Adam

the whole human family should suffer forever, if we except perhaps the small
number of the “elect” provided for by the caprice of Calvinism. IHere was
the doom of the race. It was averted by Christ appearing as a substitute.
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And when it is asked how Christ, being one person, could suffer all that the
whole race would suffer forever, it is answered that he being infinite, could
suffer as much, and did suffer, in his death, as much ax the whole human fam-
ily could suffer for an eternity. If the term of suffering was lessened, its
intensity was increased, and hence the product w s undiminished. So tr:’uch
agony was due the divine law, and it was provided and endured by Christ.

This may be an answer to Archbishop Anselm and John Calvin,

et id genus omne, but 1 beg leave to remind Dr. Rexford that he is not

debating with the distinguished dead, but.with my humble self. I
make no defence of their scholastic theories. 1 do not talk about the
blood of Christ as I would about money and merchandise—so much
money for so much merchandise. I am no more responsible for the
crudities of Calvin than I am responsible: for the unsupported assertions
of my respondent. The cardinal doctnne_of Umvcrs':tl:sm, th:'u: the
sinner must ‘‘pay as he goes along”—that without the intervention of
‘God’s mercy he must wor% out his own salvation—is a doctrine more
mercenary, and pitched on a lower plane, than anything the rigid and
frigid John Calvin ever wrote. It is enough for me to know, as ex-
pressed in the language of Paul, that ‘‘we sce Jesus, who was made a
little lower than the angels for (by) the suffering of death, crowned
with glory and honor; that he &y the Grace of God should tas:r:'e deatl,}
for every man.” [Heb. 2:9.] Dr. Rexford has no room for “‘grace
in his theory. He has no room in his theology for the 53d chapter (:t:
Isaiah, in which Christ is represented as having ““éorne our griefs,
“‘carried our sorrows;” as stricken, smitten of God, and affiicted ;" as _haw::
ing been ““wounded for our transgressions,” **éruised for our iniquities;
that *“the chastisment of our peace was wpon Jim, and with lis stripes
we are healed.” This is what our friend ironically calls ““substitution.”
I am unable to tell Zow the sufferings of Christ, or the duration of his
sufferings, or the character of his sufferings, bring “life and immor-
tality to light.” God does not allow me to set aside palpable facts by
my crude speculations. .
Evidently Dr. Rexford does not believe in the ““pardoning
power.” He thinks it would be unjust in a Governor to pardon a
criminal before the term of his sentence has expired. He denies that
either the Governor or the people have a right to release a condemned
man from the penalty of retributive law. On this principle he would
mever forgive his own guilty child; he would never forgive rebels
against the civil government who have laid down their arms; no, he
would never proclaim an amnesty. All this would be so unjust!
Wonder if the Doctor believes in the death penalty for the crime of
murder. Oh, no, the Doctor will not allow God to forgive sins
through Jesus Christ. .~ After a criminal has paid the full penalty of
violated law, and stands outside of his prison-house a free man, he
snaps his fingers disdainfully and triumphantly says—* No thanks to
judge or jury, or to the people, or to the c'emency of the Governor,
for 1 have fully satisfied the law.” Let us suppose one of Mr. Kex-
ford’s sinners to be standing before the great white throne. While
«other redeemed sinners are shouting in the presence of the coronated
King, ““Unto Am that loved us, and washed us from our sins i hiis
own blood, and hath made us kings and priests unto God and hls
Father ; to Aim be glory and dominion for ever and ever,” the Doctor’s
sinner—supposed to be there—shouts aloud: “*No thanks to God, no
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thank

s thes};?b]tizzfc:g 51’ Cod, no thanks to the blood of Christ, no thanks.
1 2orked my way tol i;l%;?acy (;::;a{l::l:l?t‘]y Ownt ?’aﬁfo & 153:'8(1 myse”"‘
g ory, * uttermost farthing 1”
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e B 1? gelt the idea of sacrifice and atonement? Did the
fomt e Arf)m man wisdom, or from human philosoph .
45 ide;z - q-mn'ﬁs there is not_h_mg in_ nature or in reason to {;ug, e?sz
o ‘rcv Ice_:md propitiation, it must have had its origin i%] a
e h‘as Su:kalmn. No matter how degraded a nation may be |
b b en to the low dcp.ths of Fetichism, the felt necessity
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Commanded‘ ol 1e first organization of society, where the Almight)r
A f.‘nlectmn of the first altar of sacrifice, and when hg
i el ~;Vlt;0'uf the shedding of blood there s no remission of
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ti 0 Dr. Rexford—C; insti
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b, ()_‘.o]or?if::;i?’ct}l::zie thte dFourth of ]_uly_ if the people of the.
eventful and memorable da;];) A PR v s
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i foundntionpu ;. ¥ }c feels hurt because we doubt the solidity of
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i ;m:t rc.1d g 1}15 character, but his systemt of religion, He s,ays he
ik i ‘Golr“t 1eNBlbIe that Jesus Christ came into this world to.
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the son of some father a hundred or five hundred miles from home,

commits a ¢old-blooded murder. Does our dear Doctor lose any sleep

on account of that distant murder? Does his appetite fail him?
Does he deny himself of the enjoyments of society ? Does he banish

music and merriment from his home? To ask these questions is to
answer them. The father of the criminal son is bowed down in grief,

noone can tell the agony of his heart, sleep has departed from his
couch, and he has no desires for the pleasures of society. Suppose
Dr. Rexford and this man change places. Would there not be a
change in the feelings of both parties? The Doctor might now mourn,
but the other man would have no cause for mourning. Why not?
Simply because the suffering endured in either case is a suffering that
proceeds from the natural affections; so that when a man dies, and
his natural affections are cut off, there comes an end to this kind of
sulfering. While a godly mother is drawn foward her criminal son
through the medium of her affectional nature, her spiritual nature at
the same time zevolfs at the erormity of his crime, and draws away
from contact with such a depraved soul. * As neither flesh nor blood
can inherit the Kingdom of God, all suffering ceases when the ran-
somed spirit passes the crystal gates of glory. Thus we have disposed
of another sophism,

In my first article I said that I would like to know on what prin-
ciple of God's moral government Dr. Rexford will save a sinner from
eternal punishment who dies in an impenitent sfafe.  1f a man is in a
stafe of sin, under sentence of eternal death-—which is the Scriptural
argument throughout—and dies despising the Gospel and cursing God,
by what means, beyond the present period of reconciliation, as well as
beyond the grave, will this incorrigible sinner be eternally saved?
You say eternal punishment is unreasonable and unworthy of God.
How can a finite mind know? The question is this: Must not the
measure of God's punishment be the measure of God’s justice?  And
who will presume to measure the justice .of the infinite God? What
was the measure of Christ’s atonement? Was it a finite or an infinite
atonement? If finite, then the punishment of sin may be limited; if
infinite, then who dare say that punishment may not be eternal? If
man dies in a sfafe of sin, and no provision is made in the Gospel for
man n a state of sin beyond the grave, Dr. Rexford will enlighten many
eyes by letting us know how this is to be consummated.

1 have an idea the Doctor was off his guard when he made the
following statement: ‘““Therc is a divine law of ‘imprisonment for
debt,” and men are not free till they are »ig// (made right?) before all
the divine laws. These laws ought to be kept and not cancelled, and
while I believe in the blood of Christ, in its symbolism, I am shocked
that any man in these days should insist upon its literal value in the
economy of divine Providence.” DBut the question still returns: If a
man dies in a state of sin, and goes out of this world with murder in
his heart and blood upon his hands, it devolves upon our responeent
to show, hy an appeal to the inspired Word of God, when in the far

future, that man will be “‘made zzg/z before e/ the divine laws.” It is
wholly an assumption that such a character will be made finally
holy and happy. It is a hazardous adventure, even in the administra-
tion of civil law, to settle questions of justice and equity by interposing

the promptings of the natural affections.
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hroth?rl;" ii(gﬁf(_)rc}s lustration of the “sick child” and the “‘strong
i Crei;tionl;ef)]'gratu:to‘us. T have not assumed that position: that
o N 115 Own Imagination. I shall have to call in the aid
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o rgﬂ{ _rolra,os:t]ton, subtended from a certain angle of his men-
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tizg I ll‘fnce infer that he is only a moralist, a deist, and not a Chris-
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> ality, od standin
sgrcxiztfé]? fine orratqr, and possibly a good scholar. gHe has no dgu;::
som igious feelings.  But where the Christian comes in, we fail to

JOHN F. ROWE,

DR. REXFORD RETIRES ON HIS DIGNITY.

To the Fditor of the Gaselle :
DeARr SIR: I have read with much surprise, and no doubt your
readers have read with equal surprise, Mr. Rexford’s refusual to con-

tinue our discussion of the theological differences existing between us.

He gives certain reasons for abruptly closing the discussion, Whether
the reasons he assigns will satisfy the public yet remains to be seen. I
regard his reasons as utterly puerile. I defy him to show where I have
in the least impunged his motives or called in question the honesty of
his heart. He asserts that I have violated *‘the common courtesies of
<ivil life” by certain ‘‘ expressions” and “ methods” of debate. My
style is my own; but what has style or method of expression to do
with argument?
Let us glance at some of /Ass ““ courtesies.” In the first place he
declined replying to my first article because it appeared over an anony-
mous signature, and yet in the very same issue of the Gazefte where
his declination appears he replies to an anonymous article signed “G !”
He next alludes to me as his ““would be critic,” which expression was
meant as a contemptuous sneer, and as intended to disparage miy abil-
ty to measure lances with him. Then he speaks of my *‘ atlempted
arguments,” by which expression he meant to convey the idea that my
arguments were unworthy respectful notice. And yet I did not com-
plain.  And in his last communication of May 26 he uses the
following language: ¢ I hold myself in readiness to consider some of
these religious questions in a series of letters, if they can be exchanged
with any Christian gentleman for whose character asufficient guaranty can
be given.” Whatdoes he mean by this insinuation? Does he mean
to asperse my Christian character?  Is not that the implication?  Does
he not decline discussing with me on the ground that I am not a
¢ Christian gentleman ?”  And this is 4 exhibition of what he is
pleased to style ‘“the common courtesies of civil life!”

He now proposes to discuss my Christian ¢ character,” and let the
argument go. Let me assure the reverend gentleman that such a ma-
neuver as that does not fill the bill. T make no defense of my Christian
character. This community, among whom I have associated for thir-
teen years, may decide upon my character, while you and ‘I, sir, will
take care of this theological discussion. No, sir, the fact is, you have
very uncavalierly backed down from a discussion of the issues between
us, and you dare not meet them. No, sir, the verdict of this commu-
nity is, that you are routed, ‘*foot, horse and dragoon.” It is well
known that you have not given a direct answer to one of the many
questions I have submitted to you in all fairness and candor. But

“Ie who fights and runs away,
May live to fight another day.”

The following questions remain unanswered, and until they are
answered Dr. Rexford must pass in this community as only a rationalist,
and not as a Christian

1. Do you believe the Bible, or any portion of it, to be inspired ?

2. Do you believe the Bible, or any portion of it, to be supernat-

urally revealed ?



3. Do you believe that Jesus Christis *“ the Son of the living God"”
—the Logos that was ‘“in_the beginning”—** Immanuel” (God with
us) ; that *“ by Him were all things created ;” that ¢ without Him was
not anything made that was made ;” and that ‘* He is before all things
and that by Him all things consist?” ’

4 Is Jesus Christ the author of eternal salvation ?

Is salvation conditional or unconditional ?

6.” If ““all the promises of God iz Him are yea, and in Him
Amen, c:;n a man be saved who is #of in Him ?

7. If a man “‘dies in his sins,” how may we infallibly know tha
- . . “ t
in the far future, he will be delivered Jfrom his sins ? d ’

8. If ““the Gospel is the power of God unto salvation to every
one who Dbelieves it,” can a man, under the Gospel dispensation, be
saved who wilfully rejects the Gospel ? ' ,

9. Are mankind in a state of sin, and if so i
Jrom a state of sin ? e S SRR

to. Does God pardon sinners, and if so, on what condition?

1. Do you believe mankind could have been saved without the
advent and willing sacrifice of Christ?

- lrz. ) Lan]{ioll)l show, either by reason or revelation, how the pen-

y of sin could be removed without the death, resurrection : i-
fication of Christ? ' KR

In conclusion I wish to say that while I regard Dr. Rexford’s sys-
tem of religion is wholly untenable, I take pleasure in saying, at the
same time, that I have among the Universalist people some good and
precious fne‘n(]s, for whom 1 have a high personal regard, whom I es-
teem very highly on account of their many virtues, and who are high-
minded and honorable in spite of the dangerous and defenceless
system.

" I presume to say that if my Christian character shall be sufficiently
egl orsed, z_mc}‘l promise to employ only pure speech and elegant style,
that the said ‘“ Rev. E. L. Rexford, D. 1).,” will resume the discussion
accordmgj to promise. The Doctor shall have *‘ candor and Christian
courtesy,” and plenty of argument to boot.

JOHN F. ROWE.

FORMAL - CHALLENGE,

Now, Sir, since you decline discussing with a man of dowbtful
Christian character, we jointly challenge you to an oral discussion of
the theological differencies existing between us, to be held in this place
the time of debate to be fixed to suit your own convenience. We
promise you a knight worthy of your steel, @ man of character, and,

like yourself, the president of a college. Will you take up the glove ?

Or if you feel your own incompetency to defend your system, you shall
have the privilege, Sir, to select a champion from among your own
ranks. Here now is an opportunity to distinguish yourself. =~ Mind, it
is your system, not the character of John F. Rowe, that is to be (,lis-
cussed. JOHN F. ROWE,
. G € "H.
Axkron, Ohio, June 4, 1879. © SMETH

A GARD.

To the Lditor of the Gaszelle:

© Dpar Sir: Our attention has been called toa communication in
your last issue from Dr. E. L. Rexford, in which certain insinuations
are thrown out concerning the character and Christian standing of El-
der John F. Rowe, which, among those not acquainted with him, are
calculated to beget a prejudice against him.

We wish therefore, through the columns of your paper,
we believe Mr. Rowe to be an earnest Christian gentleman,
character is above reproach, Very respectfully,

C. C. SMITH, Pastor Church of Christ.
LEVI ALLEN,
JACOB RHODES,
WM. SISLER,
Elders of the Church of Christ, Akron, Ohio.
' . M. GREEN,
Cor. Sec’y General Christian Missionary Convention.
Axron, O., June 3, 1879.

to say that
whose

BELLIGERENT THEOLOGY.

Ty the Liditor of the Gazetle:

Dear Sir: 1 find in the last issue of your paper a Formal
Challenge ” to debate orally the questions of theological difference, cte.
This challenge is signed by John F. Rowe and C. C. Smith. In the
challenge I am asked if I will ““take up the glove,” and I am promised
an opportunity to ““distinguish myself.”

Permit me to say in reply that I am in no fighting mood, as this
¢ taking up the glove” would indicate. I am not anxious for any bel-
ligerent exercise. My proposition to exchange letters on these religious
questions, with any Christian gentleman whose methods do not offend
the common sense of propriety, remains unchanged. It is in your pa-
per of two weeks ago. 1 still abide by it.

SELF DISTINCTION.

These challengers are more generous than I could desire, in their
proffer of opportunities for me to distinguish myscll. 1 must decline
their generosity in this respect. My ambition in any religious endeavor
will be abundantly satisfied if T can advance the truth and 1 should
prefer to engage n that work with parties with whom the thought of
self distinction 1s evidently riot so manifest. A rational faith, sincerely
held, will answer my chief desire in this regard, and if the thought of
self distinction is the leading thought in a religious discussion, as these
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challengers manifestly regard it, I commend them to other parties who
are willing so to put self advancement before the simple truth.

In addition I may say that if I were seeking self distinction I be-
lieve I should look in several more promising directions,

REFLECTIONS ON CHARACTER,

Permit me a word as to the accusation of this kind contained in the
last Gazette. 1 cast no reflection. I stated all | meant. I quoted the
- passages from Mr. Rowe’s article which prevented me, out of respect
for others as well as for myself, from any further correspondence. I had
advanced a sentiment which I certainly hold as legitimate, that ““if a
soul is not worth saving it is not worth damning.” This was said of
the eternal anguish of a soul. I believe, with undivided persuasion,
that if God should find in His universe a soul that had no good quali-
ties or possibilities in it, instead of his tormenting it forever, would
allow it to drop out of existence rather than hold it in conscious being
for the mere purpose of being miserable. Hence my sentence *‘if a
soul is not worth saving it is not worth damning.” Of this sentiment
your correspondent said : ““It is a savory sop, thrown out to gratify his
(my) unregenerate and, Ishmaelitish camp-followers, ”

This display of character warranted me fully in declining all further
discussion. It was a gross reflection, a deliberate accusation of gen-
eral demoralization, passed upon every Universalist in the community,
and all other people who attend the services of the Universalist
Church,

This is the ground of my refusal to continue the discussion. I
will not discuss the question of religious truth with a man for whom
religioiis truth has manifestly done so little.

In the estimation of C, C. Smith, Levi Allen, Jacob Rhodes, W,
Sisler and F. M. Green, John F. Rowe may be the very perfection of
these ideal Christian gentlemen, but the foregoing facts do not reveal
my kind of a Christian gentleman.  Itis a difference of taste no doubt,
but it is said sometimes that ¢ there is no accounting for taste,”

I believe that religion is entitled to some regard on the score of a
common civility, recognized even by the ¢ unregenerate” world, and
the man who can not tolerate a differing opinion without charging its
advocates with being “unregenerate and Ishmaelitish camp-followers”

country, of like mindedness, should indorse his Christian character,

I am yours truly, E. L. REXFORD.
Akron, Ohio, June 10, 1879.

P. S.—As to an oral debate I may say, my impression is that the
prospects for such an entertainment is not encouraging for the reason
that it will be difficult to find any self-respecting Universalist who will
cxcept a challenge that comes with such manifest ill grace as does the
challenge contained in last Sunday’s Gazette, We are not “‘picking up
gloves” or seeking self-distinction. We are laboring for the truth, and
when any parties will invite discussion for the sake of advancing the
truth and not for the mere excitement of controversy, enough men can
be found, 1 trust, among Universalists who in becoming humility will
engage in a religious inquiry to learn what the Divine truth is.

E. L. R,

. a

THE FATE OF THE WICKED.

To the Liditor of the Gaszelte :
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iti i ty to prosecute the investiga
of the citizens of this communi i e oot
i i b vith your permission, i
inal basis of Christianity, I will, v iy v
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;'I]rg:}ve nothing. The proposition and the p{gof muste a}lwitg qsth :matic'tl
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passable “‘gulf” is placed between them and the blessed; they
““die in their sins; where Christ is gone, they cannot come ;" they
“‘never have forgiveness;” they shall come out of their graves ‘‘unto
theresurrection of damnation ;”*‘the mist of darknessis reserved to them
for ever;” “‘the heavens and the earth which are now, are kept in store,
reserved unto fire against the day of judgment and perdition of ungodly
men ;” “‘there is a sin unto death,” for which we are not to pray, and
which “‘shall not be forgiven, neither in this world nor in the world to
come ;" their names shall be ““blotted out of the Book of Life;” they are
“clouds carried with a tempest,” “to whom is reserved the blackness of
darkness for ever;” ‘‘the devil that deceived them shall be cast into the
lake of fire and brimstone, where the beast and the false prophet are

and shall be tormented day and night for ever and ever ;7 “‘and these
shall go away into everlasting punishment.,” We have quoted from
the following passages of Scripture: Psa. g:17; oI5 5 TL6 Y 3z
Ezek. 3:18, 19; 33:8, 9; Dan. 12:2; Job 20:5 ; -Prov. 24:20; Job 8:13,
11:20, 20:5; Psa. 37:38; Mal. 4:1; Prov. 29:1, 1:26; Psa. go:z22; Prov,
To:28, 11:7; Job 8:14; Matt. 13:49, 8:12, 25:30, 41; Mark 8:36; Matt.
10:28; John 3:36; Matt. 13:41, 42; 2 Pet. 2:9; 2 Thess. 1:9; Rev.
I4:11; Matt. 22:13; Luke 16:25, 26; John 8:21; Mark 3:29; John
5:29; 2 Pet. 2:17, 3:7; 1 John s5:16; Matt. 12:32; Rev. 3:5; 2 Pet.
2:17; Jude 13; Rev. zo:1o; Matt. 25:46,

On the duration of punishment, I commented sufficiently in my
previous articles. The fulcrum upon which the entire system of Uni-
versalism rests is the denial of endless punishment. As I have fully
met this denial and exploded it by an appeal to the original Greek, as
wellas by reference to the various texts of Scripture, I will next advance
some corroborating testimony from the very best—the most reliable—
Greek (and English) scholars. The question is often put, especially
by superficial readers and thinkers—‘‘Will God punish a human being
forever, for what is done in a lifetime ?” Let us hear the aughor of
Ecce Deus on this question :

“For example: 2 man commits a petty larceny; would the objector say
that a month’s imprisonment would be enough? Another man, say, commits a
murder; would the objector say that a year’s punishment would suflice? But
why should one criminal be punished a month and the other a year? It is
urged that the nature of the crime determines that. Let this be granted; then
it will appear that the proportion is not one really of time, but of turpitude,
In reality, society proceeds upon this principle: that the extent of time occus
pied in the perpetration of a criminal act is not to be taken into account in
considering the punishment which is to be awarded. Nor ought it to be ac-
counted of. Less time may be occupied in taking away a life than in commit-
ting a burglary ; buton the principle of a strict proportion (which rophistically
proceeds on the idea of mere duration). the burglar should urdergo a longer
punishment than the murderer. But society will not allow this ; its moral in-
stincts overrule its sentimentalities, and demand that the gravity of the crime
should determine the gravity of the punishment. (pp. 210-20.)

. ‘'Time has no mitigating influence upon guilt. The question between the
criminal and society is not one of time, but of penitence, and so long as he is
impenitent rociety must, by a compulsion deeper than all formal law, mark and
avoid him. ~ * * * Society punishes (more or less lightly, more or less di-
rectly,) all 1n~!fmr.ulent offenders against its laws, and punishes them throughout
their whole lifetime, which is as much of eternity as its retributive influence
can encompass. In very grave eases, indeed, society will not allow the penal
shadow to pass from the reputation even after death. So truly is this the case,
that there are names which eannot now he pronounced, thongh they represenf’.
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long extinct lives, without bringing a frown upon the countenances of all who
hear them ! Is this eternal punishment, or is it not 7 (Ibid, p. 212.)

“If vice be its own punishment (not only individually, but socially, in a
full degree), why should the thief be imprisoned, or the murderer executed?
Why not leave each to the tormenling remorse of his own conscience” (p.
216.)

These are substantially the same arguments I have already pre-
sented, only in another formm. Let us now hear Moses Stuart—
confessedly one of America’s finest scholars, and whose knowledge of
philology and the ancient languages no one dare call in question-—on
the meaning of the word ‘“‘everlasting” as represented in the Greek
original. Here is what he says: ;

“T trust it will not be questioned in regard to the nine cases where won is
applied to the happiness of the righteous in another world, and the fifty-one
cases where xonios 1s applied to the same, that a happiness without limits, without
.end, is intended to be (]lesignatcd. Can it reasonably be doubted, then, that the
five cases in which @on is applied to the future punishment of the wicked, and
the seven cases in which aonios is app]ied to the same subject, have a meaning
like that of the preceding cases? The time designated in both is future, the
world is future. The inlention of the writers seems very apparently to have
been similar in both cases. The invariable laws of interpretation, therefore,
would secem to demand a like exegesis. I take it to be a rule in construing all
antithetic forms of expression that, where you can perceive the force of one side
of the antithesis, you do of course come to a knowledge of the force of the other
side. If life elernal is promised on one side, and death efernal is threatened on the
other and opposite one, is it not to be supposed that the world eternal which
«qualifies death is a word of equal force and import with the word eternal which
qualifies life! In no other case could a doubt be raised with regard to such a
principle. I venture to say that the exception here (if such a one must be
made) is without any parallel in the just principles of interpretation. 1f, then,
the words aion and aionios are Rpplierj sixty times (which is the fact) in the New
Testament to designate the continuance of the future happiness of the righteous,
and some twelve times to designate the continnance of the future misery of the
wicked, by what principles of interpreting language does it become possible for
us to avoid the conclusion that aion and eionios have most the same sense in
both cases? It does not plaiuly and indubitably follow that, if the Scriptures
have not asserted the endless punishment of the wicked, neither have they
asserted the endless happiness otl the righteous, nor the endless glory and exist-
ence of the Godhead. The result seems to me to be plain, and philologically
and exegetically certain. Tt is this: either the declarations of the Scriptures
<o not establish the [acts that God and his glory and praise and happiness are
endless, nor that the happiness ol the righteous in a future world is endfess; or
else they establish the flnct that the punishment of the wicked is endless.”

According to Universalism man is a mere passive machine. If
not reconciled in this life, God will force men to be reconciled and
saved in the life to come. Man will not only be forced into reconcil-
iation and salvation, but he is now forced, according to the doctrine I
am reviewing, to do whatever he does, and to be, in spite of his own
volition, just what he is. He is forced into sin; forced to live in sin;
yea, more than that, forced into hell—such as Universalists believe in
—then forced to do w/hat we call right, and finally forced into heaven,
nolens wolens.  And yet we are gravely told that Universalism is a sys-
tem of mercy !

As to sin and the punishment of sin (to borrow the language of
Howard Crosby) they must not be regarded as cause and effect, but as
the correlated action of principle; nor can we see that they are one,
simply because God’s grace prevents it.  If we are to rely on Scripture
as our infallible guide, we discover that the sting of death is not pun-
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ishment, as finite beings call punishment. Sin and the real death is
not separation of the soul from the body, but the everlasting ¢‘ banish-
ment” of the soul ““from the presence of the Lord and from the glory
of his power,” 2 Thes. 1:9. God’s punishment is no extra, superadded
infliction, like that administered by parent or schoolmaster, who, when
wrong has been done, comes with his rod to chastise the offender. Sin
carries its own sting with it to all eternity, as we suggested in a previous.
article.  Wherever sin is found, there you find the sting. If we prove
that a man may continue in sin, we prove that he will continue in mis-
ery. Is it any more possible for God to separate sin and its sting than
it is for him to separate righteousness and its attendant happiness ?
True, God removes the sting, but it is only removed by the blood of
Christ—by taking the medicine of the great Physician of Souls. “Sup-
pose,” says Dr. Crosby, ““that those who declare that God is too mer-
ciful to punish sin, and weave fine theories about the matter, should
take their attractive views and apply them to this earth, and assert that
there should be no sorrow, or trial, or sickness, will all their philosophy
make it true—make it any more than a beautiful picture? And phi-
losophy shall fail as utterly in the future world.” . ““But,” some make
bold to say, ““if sin and punishment are indissolubly connected, why
does not God destroy the wicked?” There, again, you are dictating
to the Almighty, and ““rush in'where angels fear to tread.” He who
presumes to answer that question, in regard to which the Bible is as
silent as the grave, penetrates the secret counsels of heaven, and places
himself upon an equality with the great Jehovah. Aunnihilation would
be no punishment at all to the wicked. ~ It is only the redeemed child
of God who longs for the life to come. Annihilation, or an endless,
dreamless sleep, would be a priceless boon to the ungodly. Besides,
what do we know about the nature of these souls which God has made ?
We do know that he made them moral beings, free agents, and as such
responsible to the great Creator. Consequently he made it possible for
man, in the enjoyment of personal liberty, to sin. And when he made
the souls of men, he also made the possibility of eternal misery, for by
its very origin the soul may be eternal and cannot die. Could God
create an immortal spirit, one capable of choosing life or death, and
then extinguish it? As in all these questions, vain, cold philosophy
affords us not a gleam of light, and as our speculations leave us in
dreary desolation, we must depend solely upon the guidance of God’s
revealed truth. JOHN F. ROWE.

WHAT IS UNIVERSALISH?

7o the Fditor of the Gazelte :

DEAR Sir: The religious discussion begun in your columns re-
cently has terminated in the refusal of one of the disputants to continue
to discuss, not the question at issue, but with the other disputant. He
states his rcasons. ‘That the other, in reply, should assume that the
reasons stated are not the true reasons, and vaunt himself as victor, is
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not surprising, when we consider what a spirit there must be in the
man who can employ such language as that quoted back to him, but,
having given a formal challenge, and with the matter still pending, that
he should enter a deserted field, and send out a new argumentative
letter, even at the request of friends, is but another expression of that
ungentlemanly spirit which has caused one of the disputants to retire.

I have no desire to be a controversionalist, nor any ambition to see
my name in print; but since the last article has so thoroughly ““ex-
ploded” Universalism, I would like to suggest, not to John F. Rowe,
but to the public, that this matter has another side.  Any one who will
read the context of the passages quoted last week, can see for them-
selves how many of them refer to the destiuctions of nations, and how
many are entirely irrelevant. That any man should quote the voice of
personified wisdom, in the passage: I will laugh at your calamities,”
&c., and call it the voice of God, is indeed a surprise. ~ And the plea
that God is here represented by wisdom conversing with fools, will not
be acceptable, as this wisdom is repeatedly designated as ske ; and we
have yet to learn that God is anywhere presented as a female.

Take again the famous passage in Matt. 25:46. Read carefully
the context, beginning with chapter 24, and you will find that Christ is
speaking of things to transpire in that generation. True his disciples
call it (verse 3) the ““end of the world.”  But the original is not kosmos
the material world ; it is aion, which any good Greek lexicon will render
‘age.”

i By the way, it is interesting to remark that this word azn is the
one which a certain article lately labored to signily “endless.” Christ’s
disciples here talk of the end of the azon.

In verse 6 he says: ‘¢ ¥e shall hear of wars,” &c. It must have
been coming soon. Again in verses 15, 29, 33, 34, in chap. 24; verses
13, 31, 32, in chap. 25, and on to the end, the same thought continues,
of some great catastrophe soon to come, It has no reference toa final
judgment, but plainly indicates some national ruin to come in that
generation. It doubtless refers to the overthrow of Jerusalem.

Almost anything can be *‘proven” by quoting and combining
many detached passages. Endless punishment is not mentioned or
taught in the Bible. What a word signifies in one place if it has a
certain meaning elsewhere, is not the question. The force of ason (an
instance of the limited meanings of which we have just quoted) or
atonios, the adjective based on it, should not be sought from old-school
theologians only, but both sides should be seen. Any standard Greek
lexicon will give the proper and ordinary use of the word as signifying
limited duration. All who wish an exhaustive scholarly treatment of
the word can find it in a little work by J. W. Hanson, Chicago. It
does not mean, endless.

The ““fulcrum on which the entire system of Universalism rests,”
is z#0f a ““denial.” It has better ground. It affirms in its Articles ot
Faith :

Iat. We believe that the Holy Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments
contain a revelation of the character of God, and of the duty, interest and final
destination of mankind.

2d. We believe that there is one God, whose nature in love, revealed in
one Lord Jesus Christ, by one Holy Spirit of grace, who will finally restore the
whole family of mankind to holiness and happiness.



=g

3d.  We believe that holiness and true happiness are inseparably connect-
ed, and that believers ought to maintain order, and practice good works, for
these things are good and profitable unto men.

The central thought in Universalism is the fatherhood of God and
the brotherhood of man. Universalists believe in punishment, when-
ever, and wherever and however much may be necessary to fully
accomplish the purposes of God. They do not believe that God pun-
ishes aimlessly, but that his chastising hath a purpose. ‘That purpose
must be good, since God is good, and must be attained, if God is
omnipotent. They do not believe that Christ's mission of saving the
world will be a partial failure. So long as a soul is impenitent it cannot
be happy; but that death shuts the door to all chance for the soul’s
improvement, the Scriptures nowhere teach. We do read, Sam. 3:31,
““’The Lord will not cast off for ever.” In St. John, 12:23, Christ says:
‘““And I, if 1 be lifted up from the earth, will'draw all men unto me.”
Let no one say that this simply means “to be attractive.” The origi-
nal, lelkuso, is definite in force, implying the employment of a power
sufficient to effect its purpose.

In 1 Tim. 2:4, Paul speaks of God ““ who will have all men to be

saved, and come unto a knowledge of the truth.” Again in 1 Cor,
15:19: *““If in this life only we have hope in Christ, we are of all men
most miserable.” Read on to verse 28, inclusive, and you find good
Universalist doctrine all the way. Christ must reign till he hath put
all enemies under him, and at last God shall be all in all. These con-
texts will bear perusal. The affirmation that Universalism makes man
‘‘a mere passive machine” s almost too absurd to deserve notice.
Either the author of those words knows very little of what Universalist
doctrine is, or——; but this is to the public, not to an individual, and
the public can judge. All Christians believe in the power of God’s
grace ; at least Universalists do. What could turn a man to repentence
but his convictions and God’s grace? Does this ““force” a man into
reconciliation ?  If so, all Christians are thus ‘“forced.” The only
difference is this, that partialists believe God will send forth his spirit
and truth will be promulgated with sufficient power to cause conviction
and penitence on’the part of some of God’s children ; then they come,
of their own free will, while Universalists believe that good is stronger
than evil, and will triumph at last; and so, that God’s grace will con-
tinue in power, and truth extend jts sway till @/ of God’s children will
be convinced, and led to come, of their own free will. What is that
parable, of the Savior leaving the ninety-and-nine and going out to
search for and find the last lost one ?

That opportunities for change are limited to this life, cannot be
proven. If so, there is no hope for the heathen multitudes, and no one
can “‘justify the ways of God to men.”

Universalists believe that God can and will do what is best for all ;
his children; and this in no way interferes with the freedom of the
will.

Christ gives a picture in St. John, 10:16, which expresses the
Universalist’s idea: *“ And there shall be one fold and one shepherd.”

C. L.
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FAITH AND REASON,

To the Editor of the Gazetie : .
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Pantheism is true, aln(.l Chl(':i?:i:rl:ir:g b lhel?eal e
b e tianity is a liel Again we ask: W is
ECH.[\”EH % h:: r;hn::d IAc]:lc:o_rdmg to the system E\!ve are investigal;?ngls
it o (m is here; God compels the sinner to pay the
o A i oleve'ry violation of the divine law ; no mercy is
g Gon e ﬁ_rds the sinner to die in his sins; and ‘after landx
eyt lller ss: e of the river of death, this Universalist GO(;I:J%'
il s n:n:e:e and 507.'?5.615 him to become good; that is
sy al n: against his own will and dispositi s it
y force, and without the consent of the sinner | W}?;'sf:mt)l?en d&e?l:::
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motive for action, either in this life or in the life to come? If civil
governments were carried on on this principle, that is, wholly by com-
pulsory measures, and without allowing freedom of action, they would
dissolve in twenty-four hours, and leave society in utter chaos. In
every form of government there is the motive of fear as well as the
motive of love: the motive of love which looks forward for blessing
and honor, as a reward for willing obedience to law; and the motive of
fear which anticipates punishment and dishonor, as the penalty for
wilful disobedience. If this were not so, Christ would never have said
in his Sermon on the Mount: «Whoever hears these sayings of mine,
and does them, 1 will liken him to @ wise man who built his house wpon
@ rock ; and the rain descended, and the floods came, and the winds
blew, and beat upon that house, and it fell not; for it was founded wpon
sock. And every one who hears these sayings of mine, and does them
atot, shall be likened to a foolish main, who built his house wpon the sand ;
and the rain descended, and floods came, and the winds Dlew, and
‘beat upon this house ; and it fell; and greaf was the fall of it.”
Excluding the idea of a divine Redeemer, and thereby denying or
“glurring over the depravity of the human heart; and also denying that
¢ the wrath of God” abides upon the wilfully disobedient and impeni-
tent. Universalists have much to say about Christ as an «Examplar,”
as one whose pure and holy life we may imitate with pleasure and profit.
Christ is represented as a great Hero, as existing on the same plane
with the human family, or possibly rising a degree higher, and our
vanity is flattered by the fact of his successful carthly career, and by
our possible ability to imitate him. In this sense, Aristotle and Plato
‘and Seneca and Epiclitus were divine as Christ was divine, but possi-
Dly in a less degree. Is not this highly complimentary to Him, who,
as the creator of the law, as the promulgator of the law, and as the
avenger of the law, interposes his hand, and his life, to save us from
the curse of the law. Hada created being done this, the measure of
our gratitude, in the comparison, would be feeble indeed, for the sal-
vation of no creature could have manifested such an intensity of love

and such profound condescension. If it was God who stooped to

rescue us, voluntarily taking upon himsell the “‘form of a servant,” ap-
suffering the death of the

pearing in the «Jikeness of sinful flesh,” and
cross, how is it possible to place bounds to my gratitude. My gratitude
becomes a perennial fountain. Can He be only a man, who from
eternity is the center and source of eternallife, who to doubting Thomas
was Lord God, who in the beginning was God, who is King of kings
and Lord of lords, who caid: ¢ Before Abraham was 7 am," and who
allowed the Jesus to regard him a claimant of divine honors—can he,
1 repeat, be less than God in glory, majesty and power. 1f Christ was
only a creature, what could save us, in our €xcess of gratitude, from
becoming idolators? To quote the language of a beautiful writer ;
¢ Indeed so clear is that idolatry would have ensnared the Church from
the exaltation of the Messiah in the work of redemption, that we should
_have looked for warnings on every page of God’s Word against the
evil. Instead of that, there is no check to the thankful soul, but rather
its gratitude and devotion are fanned by all the earnest exhortations of
the New Testament.” We read that the Gospel is the Gospel of
Christ, the Church is the Church ot Christ, the Priesthood is the
Priesthood of Christ, the Apostles are the Aposties of Jesus Christ, the
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JOHN F. ROWE.

“TAKING UP THE GLOVE" -

C. C. SMITH REPLIES TO E, 1. REXFORD. \

70 the Editor of the Gazette -

Dear Sir: In your issue of the 15th, I find a reply from E. I,

Rexford to a challenge f; i
et meg.{e rom John F. Rowg and myself, which demands.

- Eeezlg{’csitsrto the spirit of th:e challenge, and gives that as a rea-

that'I fuliy . ’r,eeo‘t"pﬁt ;mr:cptmg L | wxs_h to say, for my own pzu't.'

e i% s ]:i]ld“e' Dr. that all religious discussion should be-

e b R rn dspmt and in courteous phrase, and that such
9 £ ound in the challenge, are objectionable and inex-
sable, unless called out by the discourtesies of an opponent ; and

r

as I had not received any at his hand, I am without excuse, for the
course pursued by Dr. Rexford, or any one else, is no criterion for
me.
And yet I am surprised, that a man who could say to Mr. Ganter,
“You dare not stand up and defend the manifest decision of your
church theology,” should be so shocked at the idea of ““taking up the
glove” from John F. Rowe and C. C. Smith. I am surprised that one
who possesses such lofty Christian dignity, that he cannot consent to
enter into a debate with any idea of personal glory, but solely for the
advancement of the truth, (which sentiment is much to be admired),
should, at the close of the very article in which the above sentiment
is expressed, make such a low fling as the following :

“In addition I may say, that if I were seeking self-distinction, I
believe T would look in some more promising directions.” 1 wonder
what Bible truth the Dr. was seeking to advance in the above. I
think he must have been in the President’s chair when he wrote the
first, and only a private individual when he penned the second senti-
ment. I also think it would have been “the braveand honest course”
(G. & R. Cor. Pa. 18) for the Dr. to have left out that sentence unless
he intended to accept the challenge, for certainly it is not brave to
refuse a contest, and then boast over the weakness of an opponent.
““ Let not him that putteth on his harness boast himsell as him that
putteth it off; ” especially let not him boast that does not intend to put
1t on.
I was glad to hear him say that religious discussion, with him, was
not a ““bristling strife,” for many of us who had read the Ganter-Rex-
ford correspondence had gotten a wrong impression, and we hardly
expected the Dr. to complain of the treatment he should receive at the
hands of an opponent. . .

I wish now to point out one of the Doctor’s inconsistencies. He
says (G. & R. Cor. Pa. 3), “Heretofore the severity of God’s law has
been supposed to be on the other side; and people have lLeen
unable to see that severity, except in the spectacle of eternal
and hopeless misery in a region called Hell, where punishment is
inflicted by physical agencies, commonly supposed through fire.”
Now read from the Gazefte of May 18th, in his article—Dr. Rexford’s
Position. I know of no one who holds now, to the early supposition
that hell is a lake of fire and brimstone, or that future torments are
inflicted by physical agents.” The first of the above paragraphs: *I
will not say was designed to carry a false impression.” (G. & R. Cor.
Pa. 6.) :

On page 3,,G. & R. Cor. he says: “It seems as though the
Christian clergy has been invested with some infernal art spirit, paint-
ing the most horrible pictures ever conceived.” He could say that,
and yet refuse to continue a commenced discussion on the ground that
his opponent spoke of his “scientific flourishes,” and used the expres-
sions, “That's an answer with a vengeance, isn’t it?’—*¢ Rhetorical
kite flying”-—&c. And above all, called the Universalists “unregene-
rate Ishmaelitish camp followers.” Many of us had supposed that
J. F. Rowe did not intend the Camp Universalists, but camp followers,
(the applauding infidels and spiritualists who hang with such delight
on his teaching. Dr. Rexford can imply that the common belief of
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Christians is the —

é 1e ““hallucination of th :

aiid wob e Sihio B on of the Devil, (G. & R.
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word of God 8 é’ne.]m"[cn though they are strongly fortified \%ilh 315
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.4 Mini:[zme” of May 18th, article ‘ Christianity, Tem

& Chlitian wl sters, I find thf: following : ‘1 believe a n’1 o
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bBCrvgun;lers dil:;ln:stcr.? wcge whisky-drinkers, were wine bibb{.rsu\::r-

RAZICLS; preach a dishonest a1 4 . =DIDDErs, re
uotatiors wi ey ; gospel, did mingl .
?his [ll:gt'sd(;nth whisky-cocktails. If those senlcn:gez ltllf)":fg?pmml
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he " -
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the part of his Ul’l:glflen?vc' make the lack of Christian po!iten.css o;
: a pretext . r S

ing from an unwelcome éontlest , before the Akron public, for retir-

Woul ol

—_—— I‘:Jjor\]\?tqt[l:e ablo_ve expressions sound well in a political

truth,” he can l;ote;t this display of the “‘grace and desirablénecsz‘lg}

desire selFdistim:ti0n‘)(Jl]'lgf')u:ll;c‘t:lpt ";)C,hal]enge which intimates he may
assed i . , the Lrs. “ fichting mood "

pre o e e st S Conefni, 1 o i
. me- 1 make the A ! :

were not weightier reasons lying back :j}‘ilf:ayubhc believe that there

In regarc o ace i o

g religi%mslt;ﬁe;{liz Dr's. repeated invitations to consider some of
Stk 45y Chilsan ns in a series of letters, if they can be exchanged
s an givc;j f.?:f”e}mn’ for whose character a sufficient guarg;;-
g =gk m:;k‘ d who, while defending what he thinks to be th
s ez{rnest i :n”i pffcnswc by ht.s methods.” That appears lik:
e e T e L e, I
e e, it & gu:gr:;z:t' It would be very hard for any of us to fun);isﬂ
isters of the whole ch }"Slﬂgned by more than all the deacons and min
furnish a guaranty-(:r:(&]’wall::] chegtei)lgly WS wosld ndt waat i to-

respect) th ngs one we will it wi
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ks 1 have violated the rules of Chri"ﬁ'mpé)ouftes);- tl!_l(;s
stis , for

il fs

Christian courlesy means, with him, for the Dr. to say unkind things,
and handle in the roughest manner the faith we hold most dear, and
then treat him and his beliefs in the tenderest manner. 1 have tried
to be polite, and have said the plainest things in his own language, as
1 know of no one whom he would consider better authority on the sub-
ject of politeness than himself, He came into ow midst and taught,
and as a result, the enemies of the Bible are jubilant, and Christians,
for the most part, sad. He has sought to create the impression (in
reply to G.) that the Christiari ministers call him a blasphemer in the
pulpit, because he teaches that all will be holy and happy in heaven.
His predecessors, both in the pulpit and in the College, have taught
the same, we believe, with equal ability. and not a ripple has been
made in our midst. But no other man claiming to be under the ban-
ner of Christ, has taught that a vicarious Atonement is a superstition
of the past, nor has said : ““There is not enough blood in Jesus' veins

to cancel the claim of. the divine law on such a soul,” nor it would be
God, it will not be

accursed blood. ¢“1f you enter the Kingdom of

by virtue of any one else, but by virtue of what you yourself have
done,” nor what I heard him say substantially, at the laying of the cor-
ner stone of the Universalist Church building in this city, “Sincere
religion is the true religion, and he who falls down and worships God
through stocks and stones sincerely, worships him as acceptably as he
who worships him sincerely through the Lord Jesus Cheist.” We do
not object to his making even these declarations, but do object to his
making somebody’s methods an excuse for retiring from the contest,
when his own is at least objectionable. We made no complaint about
his methods, when he informed us ‘* his style was his own.” We do
object to his caricature of the Christian’s faith and to his misrepresen-

tations. We fully recognize Dr. Rexford's right to preach and to write

his own opinion in his own manner, however erroneouswe may believe

them to be, but we protest against his custom of stating the belief of
our orthodox Churches in language they uniformly reject. No one
deserves the name of Critic, but the onc who states the positions of
those whom he criticises fairly. No one deserves the name of Critic,
who does not understand the position of those whom he criticises.

I was exceeding anxious for a public discussion. 1 did believe
the Dr., if he debated himself, would be driven either from the posi-
tions he had taken so boldly in our midst, or would be driven to deny
the inspiration of the Bible. 1 did believe, if he had got any Univer-
salist of note to discuss, he could not be got to affirm his affirmations,
and it would appear to the Akron public, that Dr. E. 1. Rexford was
smiting truths held sacred by many Universalists.

The Dr. has a happy faculty, while retreating, of holding out invi-
tations to come on. He still intimates Universalists can be found to
discuss these questions. Well, when he has found them, we will in-
vite him in the sweetest spirit and politest phrase to fnvestigate.

Yours truly,
E ¢ C. SMITH.

AkroN, O., June 19th, 1879.
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HO SATANOS, HADES, AND GEHENNA.

To the Iiditor of the Gazelte :

_ Dear Siv: In the prosecution i :

finnoris X 5 of any investigation, it is hi
'ml’(;’t:;::::ul;:';te]trl:; tl:je- terms of the [1r0p05i¥ion be cgge;;?;’d:ﬁﬁeglg'lhlg
e ‘i’te' ; for without a perspicuous definition of the r(!)1
s A Lo B is very manifest that the argument will be inw}))lvclg
confusior hl:t‘lhos ience, not only will the writer himself labor amid
If the prc;niqeq ame -pursumg his mvcs'tlgation will be equally confused
g 50 ]‘-0\; e]cu-lro:l)g, the conclusions must of necessity be wron 1
matter may be prcsg‘n?et({ and plausibly, and_rhetorically. the suhjcgt,-'
oo o d g 2 I'he old serpent, Diabolus (/o Safanos, the
s A T ?I the beautiful and guileless Eve, was a sli
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lingly believe those LI;illHS'thC)’ “'0111115 ltl(:wtclzlirtl;{eoman Sgc: an

One mode of evading th i i
Gilcs Soinss [evading the testimony of Scripture i i
j::mi. é[:r’?;?g:c?l] :ﬂ/e?;)rdﬁfm-—an art in which evlery rcpsrezgniggg:l;gf
Sy wor‘d' By this ?xp{?,dlent, all those passages of Scripture
future punishme it ook i Wl ligd ’
method of OPcr'llt\it(,)::rP Cg{ltcmpluously S v nn,d - aSigE Th:
e mc;mi‘n ltlls tlls: because the woirds have in some ins‘ta.nccs
e i [1;1; eu:ly '1cnce erroneously conclude that they have a
iy corrcgct : very case  Granting this principle of interpreta-
e S| (’Sm]c: \T’ord everlasting may have a limited meanin :
ot i e H 2]ea, even the.self-c_xistent Jehovah may \‘:nlirt:lg
b s be' everlae:?_ , the ecstatic Dbliss of the righteous, thou ]};
Kimgdom of Chrie asting and perennial, may come to an end, and t%l
advocates of Unrifcrlsl:fil':rn?aesja?l:at)l;gc}wver' f I}? Stuathe ma'n‘ner lhg
the w ¢ alis orce of those pass: i i
e (:i:gt]”bli :—;: l::s;ed Ilo denote the place of future plll)nisssi?rg:csntm ‘Yltﬁgh
mean the le:(; o.f fut{ e original words translated hell, do not a!‘wa};
B ure pumshment, that therefore they never do I;J
kuripiness for the qa?omng, we can prove that there is no plm.:e 0}1:
hgaven is frcqucntl;lﬁs]éflmtlz Ic;lcqtg?béuggr :;r]orld, SOk N
ere. T ! s e region
gea\izn aln}:jus; ;1;:[ GSCrlpSll.I!'C.S speak of the }frowls of ghiafre?lr t(I)1uer :1::;203}
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el oo ‘ S at the words in
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bt lht:'y i 'tl presently show. But on the presumptidn that
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unishment rests on other testimony, which the suppo-
e least affect. I venture to say that i
there were not a word said in the Bible describing the place and man-
ner in which the incorrigibly wicked are to be punished, it would not
lessen the force of the fact that punishment will be inflicted upon
them. God has said in his revealed will that they are to stand before
the judgment seat of Christ, to give an account of the deeds done in
the body ; that they shall receive the reward of their deeds; that they
shall go ‘“into everlasting fire,” ‘‘into everlasting punishment ; and
shall be punished with everlasting destruction, from the presence of
the Lord and the glory of his power. (2 Cor. v. 10; Matt. XXV,
41:46; 2 Thess. 1:9).
The Universalist is wont to assert what is not true, and that which
he cannot sustain, when he dogmatically declares that the original
words translated hell mean only the invisible world, and that they never
indicate a place of future punishment. When Christ made use of the
ke in exact accordance with the current

word hell, or Zades, he spo
sentiment of the Jews, and this he did without onc word of explana-

tion. Hence, in view of this fact, I assert that a system of things,

which, in order to carry 2 point, makes Christ play the part of a
Hades occurs eleven times 1

deceiver, is corrupt ty the very core.

the New Testament, and is always rendered hell, except in 1 Cor. XV,
, where it is rendered grave. It could with all propriety be rendered

hell there, in the sense of the unseen or under world, as well as in
other places. It never means grave except by mentonymy. Itis
somectimes used in this manner ; but Jiterally it means the unseen, the
abode of spirits from the time of death to the resurrection of the
body, and by metonymy, hell, the place of punishment. In regard to
the word /ades, Dr. George Campbell says: ‘‘For the same reason that
it does violence to the original to translate the Hebrew, Sheol, or the
Greek, hades. hell, 5o it destroys the sense of many passages to trans-
late it grave.” Lange, the great German commentator, (in his Intro-
duction to Revelations) says: « Hades, (Sheol,) the realm of the dead,

must be kept entirely distinct from the pool of fire, gehenna, hell.”

From the lexicons we have the following definitions: Pickering,
Hades; ‘“The infernal  regions; hell; death; place or state of the
dead ; Pluto; invisible,” etc. Robinson—¢‘Pluto’s domain ; infernal
regions; orcus; the abode of the dead ; the Hebrew Sheol signified, in
as held to be a vast subterra-

a like manner, the under-world, which w
nean place,” etc. Donncgan—“lnvtsiblc; place or state of the dead;

Pluto.” Greenfield—*‘Literally, unseen ; the invisible abode or man-
sions of the dead; orcus; the place of punishment, hell; the grave;
the lowest place or condition.”

With these definitions, from the highest lexical authorities, corre-
spond the teachings of the New Testament; as, for instance, Luke
XVI, 23: “And in hell-—in Aades—he lifted up his eyes, being in tor-
ment.—" Does /Jades in this passage mean only the place of
departed spirits? If it means anything, it undoubtedly means a place
of torment, into which the rich man (Dives) was conveyed after death,

and where he received a just recompense for his evil deeds. And has
not Sheol the same meaning in Psalm 1X, 17, when it is said, * The
wicked shall be turned into hell, (Sheol) and all the nations that forget

trine of future p
sition now made does not in th
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od?” If in this place the word means only the grave, or the place

of d iri i
eparted spirits, what, I would like to know, is threatened against

the wicke ;
righiemt;(‘iv;]‘gu])oiorgctd(xod, more than that which is endured by the
R oo ] 0‘? and obey him ? The good and bad alike dieyand
\Voleful (lenunciation?p;nct;li S:edilifitul]llfit;ls s Um@ o itony [ e
- y § sither propriety nor justi
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S ) n;hq]llc’t \Ht!rl the general judgment day, when both the
b what they h;lv‘e : in a formal and judicial manner, receive accordin
hiikieee disemboﬂ_cgne in the body. The time is set, not for the jud g
e e [CP-SpIImS"bM for embodied spirits, a fact which lgs
ekl gr aul, as it relates to the resurrection of the bodies
W e e ? expressed in the following words: ““For we know
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yarious passages of the Old Testament, use the word gehenna, and
explicitly explain it to mean the place of future punishment for the
wicked. It follows from these premises that if Christ did not use this
word in a totally different sense from that in which it was used by the
persons whom he addressed, he must have employed it to denote,
beyond a doubt, the place of future punishment. And that he
did thus use it, must be evident to every unpredjudiced mind who
examines the passages in which the word occurs. Take an example:
«t Fear not them who kill the body, but are not able to kill the soul ;
but rather fear him who is able to destroy both soul and body in hell
(Matt. X. 28.) Here is another example: “And [ say to
f them that kill the body, and after
that have no more that they can do. But I will forewarn you whom
you shall fear : Fear him, who, after he has killed, has power to cast
into hell; (gehenna) yea, 1 say to you, Fear him.” Luke xii, 4-5.
Men may destroy the body, (sema) but it is only God who has power
to cast the soul (psuche) into hell. ~ The souls of the wicked are to be
destroyed after the death of the body. Smitl’s Bible Dictionary, after
giving the history of the word, as referring to the celebrated valley of
“Hinnon near Jerusalem, says: It became in latter times the image of
the place of ewverlasting punishment where ¢ the worm dieth not, and the
fire is not quenched,’ in which the Talmudists place the mouth of hell,”
etc. He then adds: “In this sense, (a place of everlasting punish-
ment) the word is used by our blessed Lord in Matt. v. 20:30; X. 28;
xxil. 15:33; Mark ix. 43:45; Luke xii, 5,” etc., referring to the identi-
cal passages under consideration. Kitto, agreeing substantially with
Smith, says: ¢‘Itcame to be regarded as a sort of type of hell,” Park-
hurst says: ¢ Gehenna was, in our Saviour's time, used by the Jews for
hell, the place of the departed. This appears from the word being
thus applied by the Chaldee Targums, by the Jerusalem Targums, and
that by Jonathan ben Uzziel.” Prideaux, and other authorities, rep-
resent some of the Targums as going back as far as the days of Ezra,
and certainly to the days of the Maccabees, and that they were highly
regarded by the Jews in the time of Christ, and had been for many
years before. To infer, then, that because the term thus applied, has
an allusion to the valley of Hinnon, there is no real hell, is about "as
smart as to infer that there is no real heaven, because the word para-
-dise, as used by Christ, in his address to the dying thief, has an allu-
sion to the garden of Eden. But enough for this paper.
! JOHN F. ROWE.

—yelhenna.
you, my friends, be not afraid o

P. S.—Since writing the above, the Gazefte of June 22nd has
made its bright and shining appearance, containing an article entitled,
«What 15 Universalism?” and signed “C. L.”  Who this “anonymous”
writer is I know not, and who this aide-de-camp No. Two is, 1 care
not; but, judging from the sophomoric contents of the communication,
I must infer that it is the product of some college studeht—possibly a
Professor of Languages. I would suggest to ««C. L.” that it is an easy
thing to howl over a dead lion. When a chieftain falls, or retreats, or
hides himself in an ambush of trivial excuses, or plays in the role of a
persecuted martyr, itis the most natural thing in the world for his aid-
ers and abettors to get up a ruse. I would also suggest to o S PR



—A=

that, as he isabout six weeks behind in this discussion, that he go back
and begin at the beginning, and follow up my argument seriatim, and
that in particular he answer my Ziveke Questions, which to this date
remain unanswered.  Just now, before this public, this is of far more
importance than advertising “‘a little work by J. M. Hanson.” If “C.
L.” desires to establish a book agency in Akron, he is at liberty to do
s0, but just now the people arc more concerned about a ** living dog
than a dead lion.” But since the remarks of this new adventurer for
literary honors are not intended for the man whom he criticises, but for
““the public,” of course this “C. L.” who fires from behind a tree, will
not pursue me and review my argument.  Oh, no; the principal thing
now is to go and buy a “little work by J. M. Hanson.”

; J: BB

EVASIONS OF PLAIN SCRIPTURES.

o the Editor of the Gazelte :

Dear Sir: Having noticed several evasions of Scriptures in my
last paper, in which rare art our Universalist friends excel, I now pro-
ceed to call special attention to a few more. And the first evasion I
shall notice is this, that not sinnérs, but only their sins are to be destroyed
in the future world. By this sophistical device, all those passages are
ignored and set aside which speak of the wicked as being consumed,
cast away and utterly destroyed.  According to the teaching of some
Universalists, such passages mean only that the coarse vices and wicked
dispositions of the ungodly shall be destroyed, while the ungodly
themselves in person will enter the kingdom of glory. In harmony
with such an assumption they gravely inform us that the goats which
are placed on the left hand of the Judge, on the great Judgment Day,
and by him doomed to everlasting punishment, are #ke ¢rimes of sinners,
and not the individual sinners themselves! How supremely absurd,
If this is not offering a .premium on sin, I fail to comprehend the
meaning of language. It is possible that when our courts of justice
and equity shall once acquire the skill of punishing theft and perjury
and murder in the abstract, ,while the guilty parties themselves shall be
permitted to go free, it may then perhaps be explained how e sins of
the wicked, at the final day, shall be sent away into everlasting pun-
ishment, while consentaneous with this event the individual sinners
themselves shall enter in and seat themselves complacently around the
great white throne.

Another palpable evasion is this: that all the punishment sin de-
serves, or that is threatened in the Bible, is endured in the present life;
or, as maintained by the advance school of Universalists, there may be
some punishment in the future world; but they never concede this,
except when driven to that position by the force of argument and
Scriptural testimony. On the assumption that all punishment is en-
dured in this life, all those passages which threaten destruction and
pronounce woe upon the wicked in the future, are defiantly set aside,
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as indicating only the evils which they endure in this world. If I held
a doctrine as flimsy and selfstultifying as this, I would be candid
enough so to say, that the curse of the law, the wrath of God, the worm
that never dies, the fire that is never quenched, the weeping and the
wailing and the gnashing of teeth, and ‘‘the terrors of the Lord,” which
are so graphically and fearfuily described in the Bible, as the “just re-
compense” of the wicked, are terms of speech utterly without mean-
ing. Are such calamities predicated only of time and not of eternity ?
Are the threatenings of the great Jehovah, the solemnities of the great
judgment day, and the terrors,of hell to be frittered down to mean_only
the pains and sorrows incident to this life? If therefore the dectrine I
am investigating be true, is it not superlatively ridiculous to talk or
preach about a system of salvation—a system that utterly excludes the
idea of God’s mercy and of the grace of Jesus the-Christ? If, as I
observed in a former paper, a criminal has suffered the full penalty of
the law, and has worked ozt all that his crimes deserve, must he bée told
that his release from prison and punishment is an act of grace? Does
he not demand his liberty as an act of justice?. Hence, on the same
principle, if men receive the punishment that is due them for all the
sins they have committed in this life, can they not claim exemption
from future punishment as a legal and moral right? And so it comes
to pass that instead of all being saved by Christ, none are saved by
Him! All are dischaged on the ground of sheer justice, and conse-
quently, as remarked before, the whole system of grace, as procured
by the death of Christ, and as preached by the apostles of the Lamb,
sinks down disgracefully to the merest farce !

Some admit that there is a future state of probation, but they at the
same time make bold to say that future punishment is ondy disciplinary.
By this evasion, all those texts which threaten the wicked with everlast-
ing punishment, are adroitly explained to mean only the chastisement
of a fond father, inflicted on disobedient children for their own good.
This bold and bad doctrine is a mere assumption, as we shall see.
There is not a_passage in the entire Bible which even intimates that
the future punishment of the wicked is designed for their good, or 't}}at
their spiritual condition is ever to change after the judgment day. The
last information the Bible gives of them is, ““These shall go away mto
everlasting punishment” (Matt. 25, 46), and we have already noted
what “‘everlasting punishment” means. These words—the words of
the crucified Christ—the words of the insulted King upon his throne—
the words of the Judge of the living and the dead—Ileaves them in hell;
and the words of Holy Writ are entirely silent as to their being purified
in that place of torment, and as ascending from the fires of purgatory
to the sparkling peaks of the heavenly kingdom. We have already
shown in previous articles that the punishment of the wicked is declared,
by the authority of the Scriptures, to be everlasting, and is described
in such plain, unequivocal terms as to preclude the I'ms;smﬂuy of its
being designed for the good of those who endure it. They are repre-
sented as suffering *‘the wrath,” ““the vengeance,” ‘‘the fiery indigna-
tion,” “‘the fierceness of the wrath of Almighty God,” ‘‘judgment
without mercy,” and all the threatenings of the divine law, with no
mixture of good. Does such fearful language as this express fatherly
chastisement, or sufferings designed only for the salvation of offenders?
See Col. iii. 6; Jude 7; Heb. x. 27; Rev, xix. 16; James ii. 13.



—

In harmony with the doctrine now under consideration, those who
endure temporary punishment in the future world, but are afterward
restored to happiness, endure the penalty of the law, or must pass
through the crucible of condign punishment. This being so, and the
conclusion is inevitable, they never experience salvation at all,  Zhey
are not saved by grace divine, nor by any other kind of grace, nor is their
deliverance from punishment in any possible sense to be ascribed to
Jesus Christ as the Savior of the world. Hence, as we have heretofore
declared, Universalism is deism—rationalism—fatalism— pantheism—
and net Christianity at all.  If sinners are restored to divine favor, the
act will Jbe consummated without the mercy or grace of God. They
will enter heaven without being under the least obligation to God for
having pardoned them, or to the Lord Jesus Christ for having redeem-
ed them. * And such stufl as this is palmed off by men as the doctrine
of the Bible—Dby men who “‘steal the livery of heaven to serve the
devil in.”

Again, il the sufferings of the wicked are only necessary and sal-
utary discipline, designed to produce their reformation and promote
their ultimate happiness, they are not to be regarded in any proper
sense as punishment. Is a man punished who takes medicine to save
life, or submits to the amputation of a limb in order to restore health ?
I have always labored under the impression that punishment is the in-
fliction’ of positive evil; that it is the subjecting of the guilty to a state
of suffering which, all things considered, are an evil fo #hem. If then
the wicked in the future world suffer only for their good, they are cer-
tainly not punished. While enduring the torments of hell, they will
have ample occasion for thankfulness and willing submission ; because
what they endure is only the chastisement of a doting father who is
preparing them by this necessary discipline for the purity and happi-
ness of heaven.  But my readers can hardly think that hell is a haven
of mercy. Where do we read in the Bible. that God there makes a
display of grace, and that he causes all things to ““work together for
good,” not to them who /ze him, but to them who /Aaze him,

In my next, no preventing providence, I will show that the judg-
ment day is mof already past, as Universalists claim, and with it exam-
inc the 25th chapter of Matthew.

Inotice that ““Common Sense” is after meagain. He hasa ““point, ”
and pouts and puckers his mouth, because I don’t lay down my line of
argument and pay some attention to his ‘““ point.”  Poor fellow, he tries
to prove Universalism true because the various denominations don’t
pull together. It is said that misery loves company. *‘Common
Sense” says, ‘‘I have opinions, andam not afraid to state them.” Did
you ever! Suppose, for a change, you give us facts and testimony.
None but a metaphysician can live long on *fopinions.” A theory on
mastication, digestion, and assimilation, however beautiful, will not
feed a starving man. Bread is what he wants. For the special bene-
fit of ““Common Sense,” I will state, by way of philological and logical
distinction that a fact is something done; that knowledge is that of
which I have conscious possession; that faith comes from testimony ;
that epinion means J think so and so. His opinion may be right or it
may be wrong. Opinions are never received on questions of fact.

And now here comes aid-de-camp No. Three, whose sobriguet is
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“Compiler.” Verily the thing is getting to be lively if not interesting.
But I submit that this Indian style of warfare, that of firing upon an
antagonist from behind trees, does not belong to the manly art. "gom-
piler” intimates strongly that I am avoiding the “*Spirit of enquiry” and
shielding myself behind a blind and unreasoning faith. .Indee_d—:smcg
when? “Who was the man that declined further investigation ?

Who was the man that declined an oral public debate with one of our
best men? Who was it that backed down at every point? Your little
ruse, sir, does not fill the Dill. 1 wish to assure you, dear SIr,‘that
neither “Common Sense,” “C. L.” nor “Compiler,” nor all combined,
by all your little strategic movements, can decoy me away from my
line of argument. However, for variety’s sake, I am in favor of side

; § lement and round off things.
shows; they serve to supplem ]OHNg o

IS THE JUDGMENT DAY PASI?

v the Lditor of the Gaselfe : )

DEAR Sir: We shall now examine the Scriptures and see wheth-
er a general judgment day is of Jieathen origin, as has been asserted by
rationalistic Universalists. It is assumed, without one direct positive
proof of Scripture, that every man is judged and punished in the pres-
ent life. In order to bolster up this flimsy artifice, all those passages
of Scripture are frittered away which speak of a future judgment, and
of all men standing before the judgment seat of Christ, and of Christ
coming in the glory of his Father, in flaming fire, and with his mighty
angels, to judge the world in righteousness. ~Their manner of wr{estmg
and applying the Scriptures proceeds in the following style : “Judas
hanged himself: go thou and do likewise: and whatever thou doest,
do quickly.” The fact is, the whole sy:tem, or theory rather, of Uni-
versalism is predicated on a misapphcation of Scripture. Instead of
making the Bible harmonize with itself, they project a theory, and then
torture the Bible to prove the theory, and hence as much of the Bible
as seems to prove the theory they adopt, but whatever fails to prove
the theory they drop, explain away by ‘‘oriental figures” of speech, or
entirely reject as spurious or non-inspired.

Touching the subject under consideration, they select a few texts
in which the coming of Christ is spoken of with reference to some
special manifestation of his power and glory in this world; and imme-
diately, without paying the least respect to the connection, they take
the position as demonstrably true, that whenever his coming is men-
tioned in the Scriptures, it must have the same limitation, and relate
only to the scenes in this life. We shall see presently whether the
scenes so terribly and graphically described in the Bible have ever been
witnessed on earth. A few questions here will be pertinent. Has the
Lord Jesus “descended from heaven with the voice of the archangel dnd
the trump of God ?’ Have the ‘‘dead been raised” indeed? Have
“the world,’ “every man,” “‘all nations,” “‘the quick and dead,” ¢‘the

- small and great,” stood before God. Has the Judge of all the earth

“‘separated them one from another, as a shepherd divideth the sheep



from the goats,” placing “‘the sheep on his right hand and the goats ori
his left.” ~ Has he indeed pronounced sentence upon them according
to their respective characters, saying to those on his right hand, “Come,
you blessed of my Father, inherit the kingdom prepared for you from
the foundation of the world;” and to those on his left, “Depart, you
cursed, into everlasting fire, prepared for the devil and his angels?”
And yet hold men stand up in the pulpit and tell the ignorant and
credulous multitude that the sentence has actually been executed! Is
it so indeed that “the wicked have gone away into everlasting pun-
ishment, and the rightcous into life eternal?” Is it so that the one are
now suffering “‘everlasting destruction from the presence of the Tord,
and the glory of his power ;” and the other “‘shining forth as the sun in
the kingdom of their Father?” 1 Thess iv, 16; Rev. xx, 12; Matt.
xxv, 31—-46; 2 Thess. i, 9; Matt. xiii, 43. These are the wonderful and
transcendent scencs which indicate the second coming of Christ—his
coming to judge those whom God has “reserzed to judgment,” and
whom he has “7eserved unto fire against the day of judgment and per-
dition of ungodly men.” And yet men who profess to believe the
Bible, have the Dboldness to declare that these great and momentous
events have transpired, and are now transpiring ! . i

The 25th chapter of Matthew is a darling retreat of Universalists.
It is at one and the same time their glory and their puzzle—their house of
refuge and their Gibraltar—and—their boomerang! Just notice how
they interpret it.  Virst, they would have it that by the goats we are to
understand the devils; next, the sins of mankind; last of all, neither;
but the Jews—yes, the poor and accursed Jews—are the goats, who,
about 1800 years ago, were sent into everlasting fire, and have ever
since been suffering there with the devil and his angels, who, let it be
distinctly noted, according to Universalism, are mere personifications,
noncntities ; and therefore ex nihile niful fiz! Al this is about as sharp
as when they tell us that the rich man stands for the Aaronic h:g’h
priest, and the poor, pious beggar for the Gentiles; or that Judas’s
hanging himself means only that he died by excess of grief, and his go-
ing to his own place signifies that he ascended to one of the “‘twelve
thrones” on which the Apostles were to sit. to judge the ““twelve tribes
of Israel.”

It is affirmed that the day of judgment took place at the destruc-
tion of Jerusalem. I am curious to know what there was in the de-
struction of that city that corresponds with the scenes described in the
2gth chapter of Matthew. Did the “Son of man” then ‘‘come in his
glory,” and ‘‘gather before him all nations?" Were all the ‘jboly
angels” there? If so, then the Roman legions, fighting under Titus,
must have been theangels  Strange kind of angels indeed! Did Titus
separate the good angels from the bad angels? Did the great Judge,
on that occasion, go into a judical examination of the characters of the
men of “‘all nations,” awarding to the righteous everlasting life, while
sending the wicked into everlasting punishment? The man who can
believe such palpable nonsense as this is beyond the pale of reason, and
evidently belongs to that class of whom Paul wrote when he said that
God would “send them strong delusion, that they should (be allowed)
to believe a lie; that they all might be damned who believed not‘the
truth, but had pleasure in unrightcousness,” 2 "T'hess. 1, 11, 12. That
Christ did come, in a gospel and limited sense, in his kingdom on the

day of Pentecost, when the glad tidings of salvation were preached 7
Ais name for the first time, I do not deny. Christ truly said to, his dis-
cipels, *“There be some standing here that shall not see death till they
see the Son of Man coming in his kingdom,” Matt. xvi, 28. That is,
they shall see the opening of his earthly kingdom, of which the resur-
rection and the judgment form the close. ‘The 27th verse reads as fol-
lows: “For the Son of man shall come in the glory of his Father, with
his angels; and then he shall reward every man according to his
works.” Thus we see that the 28th verse refers to the beginning of
that of which the 27th verse speaks of the close. Notice the preceding
verses: “Whoever will save his life [that is, his present, temporal lifc|
shall lose it [Fhat is, shall lose that future eternal happiness which is
promised to the faithful]. But whoever will lose his life [i. e., will die
for Christ’s sake] shall find it [shall have eternal life]. TFor what shall
it profit a man it he shall gain the whole world and lose his own soul,
or what shall a man give in exchange for his soul?” Now what is the
ruling thought here? Why, the garning of the future clernal life by the
losing of the present femporal life. He who loses his life here has the
promise of the life beyond; and of this there can be no question, be-
cause the “Son of Man will come in the glory of his Father, with his
angels, and then shall he reward every man according to his works.”
Was cvery man rewarded according to his works at the destruction of
Jerusalem?  And a singular way General Titus—representing the most
cruel nation on all the face of the earth—had of dealing out rewards!

In Acts i, g, we have this language: ““And when he (Christ) had
spoken these things, while they beheld, he was taken up; and a cloud
received him out of their sight.  And while they looked steadfastly to-
ward heaven as he went up, behold, two men stood by them in white
apparel, who also said, Why stand you gazing up into heaven? This
same Jesus who is taken up from you into heaven shall so come in like
manner as you have seen him go into heaven” I now ask, has Christ
ever come in this literal manner? Where has it ever transpired that
Christ came i the same manner in which he went up to heaven? Was
itatthe mountof transfiguration ? Wasiton the day of Pentecost when the
promise of the Father was verified to the new born church? Was it at
the destruction of Jerusalem? Did he then come in the clouds as he
went up into heaven? Did ezery epe see him?  Did he bring his reward
with him when that white robed angel, Titus, destroyed the city of Je-
rusalem by the angelic Roman army, and when the angelic soldiers
burnt down Solomon’s Temple, and carried the Jews captive to the
imperial city of Rome? A few streaks of crepuscular light just at this
point would be graciously relished.

We have now seen that Christ coming “in his kingdom” is one
thing, and his coming in “glory with his angels” quitc another thing.
I quote the following questions: “When Christ, who is our life (the
life of Christians) shall appear, then shall you also appear with him in
glory,” Col. iii, 4. At this writing the appearing of Christ “‘in glory”
was yet in the future. Paul could not have referred to his “coming in
his kingdom,” or to the establishment of the kingdom of God, for that
was past, as may be seen by reading the 13th verse of the 2d chapter,
which says: “Who hath delivered us from the power of darkness, and
hath translated us into the kingdom of his dear Son.” The kingdom
had come, and Paul and those whom he addressed were in it But the
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appearing “‘in glory,” when he shall come to ‘judge the world in right-
eousness,” was in the futurer Note the force of these words. *“ Z/en
(at his appearing) skall you appear with him in glory.” If the saints
have already appeared with Christ in glory, I would like to know when
and where. “Now we beseech you, brethren, by the coming of our
Lord Jesus Christ, and by gathering together unto Juim,” 2 Thess. iii, 1.
“For our conversation (citizenship) is in heaven: from whence, also,
we look for the Savior, who shall change our vile body, that it may be
fashioned like unto ks glorions body,” Phil. iii, zo, 21.  ‘‘Beloved, now
are we the Sons of God, and it doth not yet appear what we shall be;
but we know that, w/hen ke shall appear, we shall be like Jum; for we
shall see him as he is,” 1 John iii, 2. According to Universalism, all
these startling and wonderfull events took place at the destruction of
Jerusalem, resurrection, immortality, glory and all! Credat, fudaeus
Apella, Non Lgo. By the way, how does it come to pass, speaking from
an eschatological point, that those who profess to believe ast in the
existence of hell and a personal devil, are the very persons who talk
most about these “bugbears.” Now I submit the question. Isit pos-
sible to talk about a thing or person that never had an existence? A
man may talk about an abstraction, it is true, but what was the abstrac-
tion abdstracled from? An abstraction is some quality of a person or
thing that has an actual existence. It is affirmed, contrary to the Word
of God, that there is no personal devil, and that the only devil we have
is an ewl! prineiple. But where did this evil principle come from?
Certainly not from God; not from good men); not from inanimate na-
ture. If it emanated from none of these, then it emanated from bad
men, and bad men got it from their *“father, the devil, who was a liar
from the beginning.” Cansequently children who meditate on the
qualities of their Father’s character and his abode, are expected to talk a
good deal about him. But, I repeat, let any man try to talk about a

person or thing that never had an existence.
JOHN F. ROWE.

THE LAST JUDGMENT.

T the Fditor of the Gazelle :

Dear Sir: I continue to write, because your readers are anx-
ious that I should do so ; and since my object is to elicit truth, through
the medium of your paper, a few columns of which you have so gen-
erously surrendered to my use, I beg your further indulgence, as I pro-
ceed in my examination of the issuesinvolved in the controversy.

One of the favorite texts on which our Universalist friends rely
in support of their proposition that the judgment is past, is the following :

“And as i is appointed nnlo men once o die, but after this the judgment: so Christ
was once offered to bear the sins of many, and unto them that look for him he
shall appear the second time, without in, unto salvation.” Heb. ix. 27, 28.

It 1s assumed here by certain critics that the term Zois anthropors,
in the Greek, which represents “men,” should have been translated
these men, meaning the Jewish High Priests, who, by entering the Most
Holy Place, died #ypically, and after this came out from the presence of
the Shekinah, and there blessed or approved the people. 1 propose to
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show the utter absurdity of this assumption. Zois anthropois should
not be translated #kese men, nor these men, for the good reason that
neither the construction of the Greek language nor the English trans-
lation admits of such an interpretation. The word is never so trans-
lated any where in the Bible. Z7bss isa Greek article, and it is a wilful
torturing of the Greek language, and contrary to all rules of grammar,
to translate the article into the adjective form #kese or Ziose.

The dying here was not figurative ; for if it was that, Christ died
only a figurafrve death; because the text reads thns: ¢“Se Christ was
once offered ; that is, offered in the same manner. And if his dying
was only figurative, then this was not a real but a figurative sacrifice ;
and, consequently, he accomplished only a figuratioe atonement, and,
as a result of this, man secures only a figurative salvation! Probably
this is one of those ““Oriental figures” alluded to by one of my respond-
ents.

But if Christ died a literal death, then the death of the *“men”
referred to—ois anthiropois—was also literal; which fact, (according to
Ex. 28:35) proves beyond a doubt that it does not sigmfy the High
Priest in the Most Holy Place—the law bearing on which reads as fol-
lows: ““And it shall be upon Aaron to minister ; and his sound shall be
heard when he goeth into the Holy Place before the Lord, and when
he cometh out, #iat /e die not.”

In the next place I will show that the High Priest did not typify
death at all, by passing through the blue veil into the Most Holy Place,
but that by this act typified just exactly the opposite of death. A
Sunday-school scholar, ten years of age, could tell us that the High
Priest passing into the Holiest of all, was typical of Christ passing
thrqugh the blue vault of heaven—into the Most Holy Place on High,
there, withinthe veil, to appear before‘the Mercy Seat, as the ‘“ High
Priest of our (Christian) profession”—Christ entered into the enjoyment
of ““an endless life.” Thus we see, contrary to the assumption under
consideration, that instead of the High Priest dying a #ypical death
when he entered the Holy Place, he represented a fypical lfe.  Again:
if the fact of the High Priest going into the Most Holy Place,
was the dying referred to in the passage, then was the apostle
badly mistaken; for, instead of the fact that it was appointed
unto zhese men once to die, they were necessitated to die every year; for
Paul declares, ‘“‘Now when these things were thus ordained, the priests
went always into the first tabernacle, accomplishing the service of God;
but into the second (the Most Holy Place) went the High Priest alone
once everyyear” Heb. ix, 6, 7. Hence the passage cannot by any
possible construction mean the typical death of the High Priest; for,
mnstead of dying onee, as the text declares, he would be obliged to die
thirty times in the course of sixty years, the High Priest having entered
office at the age of thirty. ,

Again: This text cannot have reference to the Jewish High
Priest, because after coming out of the Holy Place he dlessed the wait-
ing people instead of judging them. And so it reads in Leviticus ix,

22, 23, “Aaron lifted up his hands toward the people and blessed them,
and came down from offering the sin-offering, and Moses and Aaron
went into the tabernacle of the Congregation, and came out and
blessed the people,”
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If atypical death is what we are to understand by this text, thexf
tois anthropois significs the animals that were slain outside of the camp;
for their death typified the death of Christ—the Lamb, mark you—
the Lamb of God slain from the foundation of the world, Christ, as a
sin-offering, was slain in the outer court. Hence, instead of}:;aymg
““men,” as the apostle does, he shpuld have said, 1n order to alrml?-
nize with Universalism, ‘It is appointed unto these lambs and"bul ocks
once to die, and after this be scorched in the fires of pl,l’rgator}'. - "

It has beern asserted that ‘‘the end of the world,” as mentioned h.y
Christ, in Matthew xxiv, 3, 1s the end of the Jewish age. Whatcvg:rht.lrt,
passage may mean, it is certain, as I have already shown, tl}at J rlsr
did not come when Jerusalem was destroyed. The desuucﬁlon 0
Jerusalem is never in Scripture called ““the end of the world.” T:IE
Jewish age ended before the Christian age began. Paul lived mdtu;
Christian age, and hence. he said the ends of the ages [the latter er(:i hq
the Jewish and the beginning of the Christian] came upon him an ’ 1sf
contemporaries. See 1 Cor. x, r1.  Christ was crucified at the end 0r
the Jewish age. Hence, says Paul: “But now once in the en "_0"
the world Aath he appeared to put away sin. by the sacrifice of himse 3
Heb. ix, 26. When Christ died, the Jewish theocracy wasat an end;
when He ascended and sent down the Holy Spirit, the Christian age
begﬂl]'lt- is freely admitted that from the 15th verse of the c’:’hapter (_Maflt.
xxiv) to the 22d, inclusive, Christ speaks of “these things —tl}::t'c'::i.t:,}tl ct:
destruction of Jerusalem and the temple. And having described tha
remarkable event, at the z3d verse he says: “Zlen (at the destrul(l:non
of the city) if any man shall say to you, Lo, here is Christ, or tl ere;
belreve it not.”  Did Christ come in person and in glory at that Umlc
Let Christ answer for himself : “For (this reason) there shall arise fa se
Christs and false prophets, and shall show great signs and wonldcrs,;
“inasmuch that if it were possible they would deceive the very e t?_ct;i
Josephus tells us that there was no end to the number of men prete:'lh -
ing to be Christ about that time. But we shall hear further from : fl
true Christ: “ Behold, I have told you before; wherefore if they sha
say to you, Behold he is in the desert ; go not forth; Behold, he 1s 1;11
the secret chambers; BELIEVE IT NoT. For as the lightning comet
out of the east, and shineth even unto the west, so shall also th‘e‘ com-
ing of the Son of Man be.” Verses 26, 27. "This means thath evgy
eye shall see Him” when He comes—and that all shall zzezr when He
comes. But, as if to render his meaning more clear and forclb::;:i he
proceeds to say: ‘‘ For wheresoever the carcass is, there“sh : t 3
eagles be gathered together.” When Christ comes, shall be g:lu ere .

together” unto Him. Paul said to the Christians at Thessalonica :
“ Now we beseech you, brethren, by the coming of our LordC]e]sus
Christ, and by our gathering together unto Him.” And to the Co ?s-
sians: *‘When Christ, who 1s our life, shall appear, then shall you ilso
appear with Him in glory.” Did these Christians appear in g;)ry
with Christ at the destruction of Jerusalem? History informs us tlaf:
what few Christians remained w[erc S(I:att.cred ag-c;ng the hills of Judea;
none were from Thessalonica or Colosse.
bt Olgl:glle:f’us pursue the investigation a little further in the 24th chap-
ter of Matthew. Beginning at the 29th verse we read:
* Immedintely after the teibulation of these days, shall the sun be dark-

-
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éned, and the moon shall not give her light, and the stars shall fall from
heaven, and the powers of the heavens shall be fhaken i and then shall appear
the sign of the Son of Man in heaven; and then shall all the tribes o the
earth mourn, and they shall see the Son of Man coming in the clonds ot heaven
with power and great glory. And he shall send his an els with a great sound
of a trumpet, and shall gather together his elect from the four winds, from one
end of heaven to the other,” i

Having just informed His disciples that they must not expect
Him at the destruction of Jerusalem, He now gives them to under-
stand that the ““sign ” of His coming shall appear in heaven * after
the tribulation of those days.” The “sign” was to precede His com-
ing, but even that was not to appear till “‘affer the tribulation” that
was to be brought on the Jewish nation, and which was predicted by
the prophet Daniel, and quoted by Christ ‘as “‘the abomination of des-
olation”—the Roman legions—standing in the Sanctuary of the Holy
City. After describing the overthrow of the City, which was to the
Jews only “the beginning of sorrows,” Christ says, *“ And they shall
fall by the edge of the sword; and they shall be led away captive into
all nations; and Jerusalem shall be trodden underfoot of the Gentiles,
untrl the time of the Gentiles be Sulfilled.”  (Luke XXI, 24.) The Jews
are stil dispersed ‘‘among all nations,” Jerusalem is s/l * trodden
underfoot of the Gentiles;” “The times of the Gentiles” are not yet
“lulfilled.”  And, therefore, according to this chapter, the coming of
Christ is yet future, and is to occur “after the tribulation of those days.”
““Zhen shall all the tribes of the earth mourn, and they (all the tribes of
the earth) shall see the Son of Man coming in the clouds of heaven
with power and great glory. And He shall send his angels with a great
sound of a trumpet, and they shall gather together His elect from the
four winds, from one end of heaven to the other.” This evidently means
the resurrection of the dead. In connection with this let us quote the
language of Paul in 1 Thess. iv. 15—18:

“ For this we say to you by the word of the Lord, that we who are alive
and remain to the‘coming of the Lord, shall not go before them who are
asleep, (in their graves.) Fgor the Lord himself shall ﬁeaceml from heaven with
a shout, with the voice of the archangel, and with the trump of God; and the
dead in Christ shall rige first; then we who are alive and remain shall be
eaught up together with them in the clouds, to meet the Lord in the air; and
80 shall we ever be with the Lord. Wherefore, comfort one another with these
words.” ‘

But to evade the force of all these passages, the Universalists will
quote the 32d verse of Luke XXI, which reads as follows: ““This
generation shall not pass away till all these things be fulfilled.” This
word, genea, means also according to the best Greek lexicons, ‘“birth,”
“‘descent,” “race,” “blood,” as its primary meaning, while “lifetime,”
or ““the people living at any one time,” are given as secondary
meanings. The evident meaning of the passage is, that this Jewish
race, this distnet people, shall not pass away until all these things be
fulfilled. The Jews still remain a distinct race of people, a fact which
is intensfied by the prophecy of Jeremiah, (xxxi. 36,) which reads :
“If those ordinances (the sun, moon and stars) depart from hefore me,
then the seed of Israel shall also cease from being a nation before me
Jorever.”  Although the Jews lost their political nationality, they have
never lost their identity as a distinct race.” This fact of itselfis a stand-

-ing miracle which no infidel can overthrow. According to the proph-



( )

. —hi=

ecy, and if we may judge by the signs of the times, the Jews as a dis-
tinct nation will, ere long, re-possess their native land.

There are two senses in which the word judgment is used, and
these must not be confounded. In the one case judgment means ‘‘wis-
dom and prudence, enabling a person to discern right and wrong, good
and evil.” To show the difference 1 will quote two passages of Scrip-
ture. And first: ““And Jesus said, For judgment I am come into this
world; that they who see not 1mght see, and that they who see might
be made blind,” John ix, 39. And second: ““‘And if an man hear my
words, and believe not, 1 judge him not; for I came not to judge the
world, but to save the world,” John xii, 47. We dare not make Christ
contradict himself. In the first instance he came to “‘set judgment in
the earth,” that the people, through the gospel, might have ‘‘wisdom
to discern right and wrong.” To this agree the words of Christ, as he
quotes them from Isaiah: ¢“Behold my servant whom I have chosen ; 3
my beloved, in whom my soul is well pleased; I will put my spirit upon
him, and he shall skow judgment to the Gentlles ” Matt. xii, 18. But
the other passage certainly refers to the future }udgment The con-
trast is made very strong when Christ says, “If any man hear my
words, and believe not, I (zow) judge him not; for I came #»o/ to judge
the world (in the sense of condemning), but to save the world. Ie
that rejecteth me, and receiveth not my words, hath one one that judg-
eth him: the word that I have spoken, the same ske// judge him at the
last day. For he hath appointed a day in which he w:/ judge the world
in righteousness.” - And this is the day of which Paul speaks, after he
had finished his course, and was about ready to be offered up, and

- which he placed beyond death: ‘“There is Jaid up for me (who am now

ready to be offered)'a crown of nghteousness, which the Lord, the
righteous Judge, ska/ give me af that day.”

If, as Universalists assert, the judgment is already past, then, as a
sequence, from the premises, all the heaven we shall ever have is here,
and hell is here, and future glory and immortality ‘are but the baseless
fabric of dream, a rmrage upon the desert waste of a fruitless life!

If, by thé examination of the Scriptures, I eave not harmonized
the teachmg 6f Christ and his apostles, as touching this proposition,
and have not demonstrated the fallacy of the reasoning of the opposite
side, I here confess that T do not understand the rules of evidence, nor

comprehend the meaning of analysis and synthesis. The subject will
be contined. : ]OHN F. ROWE.

P. S.—TI see by your last issue that this theological discussion must

“close.” Not anticipating that you would shut down so suddenly, and
having prepared this article as the conclusion of a previous article, I

" . hope, sir, you will allow the publication of this as my final act in this

theological drama. It would, however, be.a pleasure to continue it;
but L submit to the inevitable. I E. R.
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